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Current Topics. 
The Knox Case. 

A Goop deal of sympathy will be felt with the Newcastle 
magistrates, who have made a dignified and moderately-worded 
protest against the manner in which their decision in the Knox 
Case was dealt with. Into the merits of the case we have no 
intention of entering, nor is it necessary to express any opinion 
as to the nature of the procedure by which the magistrates’ 
decision was reversed. It is generally recognized that the cir- 
cumstances were special, and that the matter—to use a phrase of 
doubtful efficacy—-is not to form a precedent. But it is proper 
to recognize the difficult position in which the magistrates have 
been placed, and to express the general appreciation felt by the 
profession and the public of the manner in which magisterial 
duties are performed, 


Sir Stuart Samuel’s Seat. 
IN THESE columns, a fagrtnight ago, while commenting on 


‘certain judicial machinery appearing in the Home Rule Bill, 


we pointed out the growing tendency towards the repilace- 
ment of the House of Lords, in its legal aspect as a 
final Court of Appeal, by the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council. A curious confirmatign of this view has just 
been furnished by the report, issued on the 19th of December 


'as a Parliamentary Paper, of the Select Committee which the 
| House of Commons recently appointed to consider whether or not 
| Sir Stuart SAMUEL had vacated his seat. 
| assistance rendered them by a very learned and lengthy argu- 


Notwithstanding the 


ment on the part of Mr. DANCKWERTS, who traced exhaustively 
the history of all the statutes relating to contracts with the 
Government held by members of Parliament, the committee 
could not arrive at a unanimous conclusion. Possibly the fact 
that, out of the nine members who constituted it, six are or have 
been barristers in large practice, while a seventh—Mr. SWIFT 
MACNEILL—is admittedly a very considerable authority on Con- 
stitutional Law and History, is to some extent responsible for this 
divergence of opinion. Courts consisting of'three judges usually 
find it hard enough to be unanimous, and we doubt whether a 
petty jury, composed of twelve barristers, would ever by any 
accident be so. In this dilemma, since the opinion of 
a majority in a vexed question of constitutional practice 
would be worse than futile, the Select Committee hit on the 
happy device of referring the whole matter to the Judicial 


Committee of the Privy Council. 
Io 
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The Jurisdiction of the Privy Council. 

By THE statute constituting that body (3 & 4 William LV., c. 41, 
s. 4), His Majesty can refer to it “for hearing or consideration 
i such other matters whatsoever as His Majesty shall 
think fit; and such committee shall thereupon hear or consider 
the cause, and shall advise His Majesty thereon.” Of course, 
the Select Commiteece cannot exercise this power on behalf of 
the Crown, but it can recommend His Majesty’s Ministers to 
advise him to that end, and no doubt, upon the carrying of a 
motion to that effect in the House, the Prime Minister would 
adopt this course. Three considerations, we imagine, influenced 
the committee in recommending this course. In the first place, 
it is the only way in which the Crown can insist upon the judges 
giving a legal opinion on the point, although the House of Lords 
can summon the King’s Bench to assist it with its opinion in a 
common law case. Again, the Judicial Committee is a final court 
of appeal for the empire, and though, perhaps, its judgments are 
not of equal weight with those of the House of Lords, yet, 
in a case of this kind, its decision would have great authority. 


And lastly, in view of the fact that the penal actions against | 
Sir Stuart SAMUEL recently launched may be carried as far | 


as the House of Lords, that court would be in the awkward 
position of adjudicating upon a point of law which concerns 
incidentally the internal privileges of the other House. But the 
existence of an opinion given by the Judicial Committee would, 
no doubt, stay any appeal from a decision of the Court of 
Appeal, since the House of Lords in its legal aspect and the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, except when dealing 
with points of special colonial law, are in practice composed of 
just the same judges—namely, the Lord Chancellor and the four 
Lords of Appeal in Ordinary. 


The King’s Bench Commission. 

WHEN ONE additional judge was appointed to the King’s 
Bench Division at the commencement of the Michaelmas Term, 
the Prime Minister informed the House of Commons that the 
Government proposed shortly to nominate a Royal Commission 
to consider the question of reform in the judicial machinery of 
our common law courts. This undertaking bas now been 
carried out by the appointment of a Royal Commission under 
the presidency of Viscount St. ALDWyYN, which is empowered to 
inquire into complaints as to delay in the King’s Bench Division, 
and, if necessary, to report as tothe most desirable methods of 
reforming the evils complained of. ‘Lhere is likely, we fancy, 








bankers, underwriters, shipowners, and men of business. And 


surely there should have appeared in the list of members at 


least one jurist who has interested himself in practical legal 
reform, say Sir JoHN MacpoNELL or Mr. EpwarpD Manson. 
The absence of anyone who has served in some official capacity, 
such as Master of the High Court or District Registrar, is also a 


little surprising, but is possibly to be explained on the ground 


that some of the officials of the division will be examined as 
witnesses. . 
Railway Accounts. 

THERE APPEAR to be no statutes of the current year which 
come into operation on the lst of January next, but this is the 
date assigned for the commencement of the Railway Companies 
Accounts and Returns Act, 1911. By the Regulation of Rail- 
ways Act, 1868, railway companies were required to issue half- 
yearly accounts and returns, prepared according to the forms in 
the first schedule to the Act. In 1906 a committee was 
appointed by the Board of Trade to report on “ Railway Accounts 
and Statistical Returns,” and the Act of 1911, which is the out 
come of that report, requires the accounts and returns to be 
made in much fuller form, and on the other hand provides for their 
being made yearly instead of half-yearly, with a uniform railway 
year coinciding with the calendar year. The various accoun's and 
returns required by the present schedule have increased in number 
from fifteen to thirty-four, and the schedule usefully opens with 
a table of contents. In addition to further details as to capital 
expenditure, the new forms require separate accounts to be made 
out of the various subsidiary enterprises which railways carry on 

such as omnibuses, steamboats, and canals—and the statistical 
returns are largely extended so as to shew the mileage of the 
various running tracks and the exact nature of the engines and 
rolling stock ; and for the first time each company is required to 
give with the returns a map explanatory of its lines. Since the 
accounts will be no longer presented half yearly, the obligation to 
hold half-yearly meetings is removed, and the directors are 
empowered to pay interim dividends for the first half of any 
year. Section 3 makes provision for varying the forms of 
accounts and returns under Schedule I. Fora useful statement 
of the practical effect of the Act we may refer to an article in 
the Times (Finance, Commerce, and Shipping) of the 10th inst. 
The Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1912. 

TRE COMPLETED legislation of the Autumn session of Parlia- 


ment is practically confined to the Criminal Law Amendment 
Act, 1912—known in its progress through Parliament as the 


to be much criticism on the part of lawyers as to the | White Slave Traffic Bill—which received the Royal Assent and 


personnel of the new commission. Outof ten members, there 
is only one judge (Mr. Justice DARLING) and one King’s counsel 


came into operation on the 13th inst. It is designed to increase 
the efficiency of the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885. 


(Mr. ACLAND). Save for the valuable inclusion of Mr. Ceci. | For this purpose it enables arrests to be made without warrant, 
COWARD, of the firm of Messrs. CowARD and HAWKSLEY, Sons | 
& CHANCE, none of the remaining members appears to be | 
custody without a warrant any person whom he shall have good 


a practising barrister or solicitor, nor van any of them be 
regarded as distinguished either in the commercial or the political 
sphere. The President, indeed, whose high reputation 
as Chancellor of the Exchequer in bygone days bas been 
succeeded by the distinction he has lately earned as arbi- | 
trator in labour disputes, and also as Chairman of the | 
Land Transfer Commission, seems to be the only first-rate 
man on the commiss.on. The selection of Mr. Justice DARLING 
and Mr. ACLAND, to represent the bench and bar respectively, 
seems somewhat strange, since neither can be said to carry 
exceptional weight in the eyes of the profession. Indeed, the 
appointment of the former can only be explained by his seniority 
on the common law bench ; he is undeniably a very clever man, 
and not lacking in shrewd good sense, but his reputation is not 
exactly one for judicial gravity and businesslike methods. In a 
commission of this kind, supposing their services to be available, 
we should have expected to see the name of some judge who 
has won distinction in the Commercial Court, both while engaged | 
in forensic practice, and afterwards on the bench, and also of | 
an ex-law-officer of the Crown—-for instance, Lord Justice | 
HaMILTON and Sir Ropert Fintay. Two or three solicitors | 
and members of the junior bar, possessed of wide experience, | 
ought also to have been included. ‘The remaining members of the | 
commission should have been selected from the ranks of leading | 


and introduces for the offence of procuration the punishment of 
whipping. Section 1 provides that “a constable may take into 


cause to suspect of having committed, or of attempting to 
commit any offence against section 2” of the Act of 1885, that 
is, procuration or attempted procuration ; and section 2 of 
the present Act makes some verbal changes in section 2 of the 
former Act with a view to strengthening it. Section 3 of the 
present Act provides that any male person who is convicted 
under section 2 of the former Act “may, at the discretion of the 
court, and in addition to any term of imprisonment awarded in 
respect of the said offence, be sentenced to be once privately 
whipped, and the number of strokes and the instrument with 
which they shall be inflicted shall be specified by the court in the 
sentence.” Section 4 strengthens by a verbal addition—namely, 
the introduction of the words ‘‘or person in charge” after “ occu- 
pier ”—section 13 of the Act of 1885 relating to the suppression 
of brothels ; and the penalties for a third or subsequent offence 
under this section are increased. Section 7 strengthens section | 
of the Vagrancy Act, 1898, which, notwithstanding the mislead- 
ing nature of its title, is aimed at the offence of trading in 
prostitution, and it amends sub-section (3) by withdrawing the 
words ‘“‘and has no visible means of subsistence,” and subs ituting 
words under which a male person living with a prostitute, and 
controlling her movements in such a manner as to shew that he 
is abetting her prostitution, will, unless he can satisfy the court 
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to the contrary, be deemed to be living on her earnings. Females 
are brought within the Act of 1898, and the penalties under 
the Act are increased, whipping being allowed in the case of 
males for a second or subsequent conviction. We have already 
expressed our doubt as to the expediency of extending in this 
manner the punishment of whipping, but we shall probably have 
to wait for any change until a sounder view of the administration 
of the criminal law abolishes whipping altogether. 


Leases Of Premises used as Brothels. 

Section 5 of the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1912, 
makes an important change in the rights and duties of the 
landlord of premises which are used as a brothel. Upon the 
conviction of the tenant, lessee, or occupier of knowingly 
permitting the premises or any part thereof to be so used, 
the landlord can require the person convicted to assign 
the lease or tenancy contract to some person approved by 
the landlord, which anproval is not to b2 unreasonably with- 
held, and in default of the assignment being made within three 
months the landlord will be entitled to determine the lease or 
contract, “ but without prejudice to the rights or remedies of 
any party to such lease or contract accrued before the date of 
such determination.” Ou determination of the lease or contract 
of tenancy, the court which convicted the tenant, lessee, or 
occupier can make a summary order for delivery of possession to 
the landlord. If the landlord does not, after the conviction has 
been brought to his notice, exercise the rights thus conferred on 
him, and there is subsequently a renewal of the offence, he is to 
be deemed to have knowingly abetted its commission, unless he 
proves that he had taken all reasonable steps to prevent the 
recurrence ; while if he determines the lease or contract under 
the powers of the section, and subsequently grants a new lease 
or tenancy to or for the benefit of the same person without 
inserting all reasonable provisions for the prevention of a 
recurrence of the offence, he will be deemed to have failed in 
the exercise of his rights under the section. It will, verhaps, 
not be easy to say what provisions should be inserted in the 
new lease with a view to the prevention of the offence, and the 
section obviously puts great pressure on landlords to exercise 
their rights under the section in the event of a conviction for 
brothel-keeping, and to refuse any new tenancy to the person 
convicted. 


Agricultural Tenants’ Compensation. 

THE PROVISIONS for compensation to tenants under the 
Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908, recognize, as is well known, 
improvement of three kinds, and compensation for the improve- 
ment mentioned in Part I. of the First Schedule, including the 
erection of buildings, cannot be obtained unless the consent of 
the landlord has been given. The nature of the relation between 
tenants and their landlord may, however, be such that they do 
not go through the formality of getting consent, and Mr. HowarD 
FRANK, of the firm of Messrs. KNicuT, FRANK, and RUTLEY, at 
a sale in Cheshire lately, as reported in the Zimes of the 21st 
inst., called attention to the difficulty arising in such cases upon 
a sale by the landlord. “I have found,” he said, “on many of the 
estates which we have had to sell, that the tenants have made 
certain improvements and put up buildings for their own con- 
venience which have improved the value of the estate for selling 
purposes. It often happens that they have failed to ask for 
the written consent necessary under the Agricultural Holdings 
Act, 1908. Apparently they never contemplated the contingency 
of a sale, but frequently, although no written consent has been 
obtained, the work has been done with the knowledge of the 
owner’s agent, who raised no objection.” 


occurrence of a sale should frustrate his expectation of reaping 
the benefit of his expenditure, and Mr. FRANK-stated that he 
had been able to make arrangements to buy from the tenants 


all the improvements specified in a schedule attached to the | 


particulars of sale. It may be hoped that similar consideration 
will be shewn in other cases. 
The Future of President Taft. 


IT HAs been announced in the legal press of the United 
States that President Tart, on his retirement from the Presidency 





of the Great Republic, has been offered, and in all probability 
will accept, the chair of law at Yale University. Since his 
successor-elect, Mr. Wooprow WILSON, was, until only the other 
day, a professor in Maryland, this announcement has peculiar 
interest ; it shews that even to-day, in the land commonly sup- 
posed to be exclusively devoted to the cult of the “ Almighty 
Dollar,” two men of great academic distinction can hold in 
succession the highest office in the State. Since GRovER 
CLEVELAND and the late President MACKINLEY were both 
practising lawyers, while Mr. RooseveLt is a man of letters and 
a historian, it would seem as if there had come at last a break in 
the nineteenth century tendency for s@lf-made business men or 
successful politicians, with no other claims, to enjoy an exclusive ° 
monopoly of this office. In some ways this is merely a reversion 
to the older practice of the Commonwealth ; the first half-dozen 
presidents who succeeded GEORGE WASHINGTON (himself a planter 
and surveyor by profession) were either scholars or lawyers. 
Two of them, JoHN ADAMS and JOHN QUINCEY ADAMS, 
occupied. professorial chairs in the great University of 
Harvard, and tbe latter had the distinction of numbering 
among his pupils JAMEs Russett LoweLL, who put to good 
use in the “ Bigelow Papers” the lessons in jurisprudence and 
international morality learned from his master. As a matter of 
fact, out of twenty-seven American presidents (including Dr. 
Wooprow WILSON, the president-elect), eighteen, or exactly 
two-thirds, have been practising lawyers. Well might Dg 
TOQUEVILLE say that, “ Lawyers are the governing class in the 
United States”! And out of these eighteen the most distinguished 
in his purely professional capacity has been President Tarr. 
He enjoyed at the Ohio Bar a large practice and a great juridical 
reputation ; he filled, long before reaching middle life, the offices 
of High Court judge in Ohio, solicitor-general to the United 
States, Federal circuit-judge, Civil Governor of the Philippine 
Islands, and Provisional Governor of Cuba. His selection for the 
last two offices was based entirely on his legal qualifications, and 
he had the difficult task of introducing American law into those 
newly-acquired Protectorates. His work on behalf of International 
Arbitration, while president, is, of course, well known to everyone. 
It is pleasant to reflect that, even in the somewhat philistine 
atmosphere of Transatlantic commercialism, a lawyer whose career 
and juridical distinction are apparent from this record can aspire, 
not without reasonable hopes of success, to the headship of a 
great nation. 


Reversion Duty on Licensed Premises. 


AN IMPORTANT question as to reversion duty in the case of 
licensed premises has been decided by Horripce, J., in Earl 
Fitzwilliam v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (Times, 20th inst.). 
Unler section 13 of the Finance Act, 1910, onthe determination 
of any lease of land, reversion duty has to be paid at the rate of 
one pound for every ten pounds of the value of the benefit accru- 
ing to the lessor by the determination. The section, as is well 
known, raised difficult questions when a lease was determined, 
not by effluxion of time, but by merger or other earlier event, 
and these were dealt with by section 3 of the Revenue Act, 1911. 
But hitherto it has not been determined whether, in assessing 
the value of the premises, any extra value which they possess 
by reason of their use for special purposes can be taken into 
account. In the case in question a lease of premises 
in Yorkshire was granted by Earl FitzwitLiam, in 1861, for 
fifty years at £4 a year. Subsequently a licence was 
obtained, and in 1911, when the lease fell in, a new lease 
was granted at £29 a year. Apart from the licence the annual 


Legally, as he pointed | value had increased from £4 to £15, with a final gross value of 


out, the tenant has no claim, but it is very undesirable that the | 


£300; with the licence the gross value was £500. The com- 
missioners’ valuer, Mr. HowarD MArrTIN, assessed the premises 
for reversion duty without the licence—that is, at £300; the 
commissioners claimed that the licence must be included, and took 
the opinion of the court. The learned judge decided in favour of 
the commissioners’ view, and this seems to be inevitable. In 
rating cases it is settled that the value of the premises as licensed 
premises must be taken into account (Cartwright v. Sculcoates Union 
1900, A. C. 150), and “the value of the benefit accruing to the 
lessor ” must be assessed on the same principle. In fact, the lessor 
was enabled to relet the premises at an enhanced rent, and it may 





156 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


Dec. 28, 1912. 





be surmised that, if the licence were withdrawn on the ground of 
superfluity, he would recover the enhanced gross value from the 
compensation fund. 


Closing Stock Exchange Accounts. 

Tue Case of Lilis v. Mutseiler, on which we commented 
recently (unle, p. 106), illustrates the rule that a stockbroker 
employed to deal in shares cannot purchase from or sell to his 
client on his own account. He is in the same position as any 
other agent, and he cannot convert himself into a principal with- 
out full disclosure of his change of character. But the decision 
last week by WARRINGTON, J., in Re Finlay (Times, 19th inst.) 
shews that the rule is subject to an exception when a stock- 
broker closes an account under which the client is indebted to him. 
He may have sbares on his hands which it is impossible to sell in 
the market save at a sacrifice, while at the same time the client is 
liable to indemnify him against the increase of liability which a 
sale at a loss will cause. In this case the broker is exempted 
from the ordinary rule, and he is entitled to take over the shares 
on his own account at a proper price. In /Valter v. King (13 
T. L. R. 270), Macoun v. Erskine, Oxenford & Co. (1901, 2 K. B. 
193), and Erskine, Oxenford & Co. v. Sachs (1901, 2K. B. 504), 
the broker sold to a jobber at a fair market price and repurchased 
from him, and it was held that the transaction was valid, though 
in the last case a profit was ultimately made for which the 
brokers had to account. In the present case of Re Finlay, the 
brokers did not go through the form of selling and repurchasing 
the shares, but took them over and credited the estate of the 
client, who had died, with a proper value. This the learned 
judge held to be correct, and affirmed the master’s certificate as 
to the resulting balance due to the brokers. 





Terms of Relief hom Forfeiture. 


Tue Legislature has bestowed a wide discretion upon the court 
as regards the terms on which it may grant relief against 
forfeiture for the breach of covenants in a lease. But, however 
free a discretionary power of this kind may appear to be in the 
print of a statute, sooner or later the exercise of the discretion 
yields to the effect of the law’s regard for precedent. This 
influences the mode in which the court administers its 
discretionary jurisdiction, and each subsequent decision tends 
imperceptibly, as it were, to limit the free exercise of the 
power. The treatment by the court of discretions thus vested 
in it by Parliament is always the same, It is exemplified 
by the words of JessEL, M.R,, in Smith v. Smith (1875, L. R. 
20 Eq. 500, at p. 505), where, speaking of the discretionary juris- 
diction introduced by Lord Cairns’ Act (21 & 22 Vict. c. 27) to 
substitute damages in lieu of an injunction, his lordship said, 
“Now this discretion must be a judicial discretion exercised 
according to something like a settled rule.” It is further 
exemplied by the passages in the judgment of the Master of the 
Rolls in the recent case of Lose v. Spicer (1911, 2 K. B. 234, at 
pp. 241, 242), where his lordship, after stating that he was aware 
of the danger of defining the mode in which discretionary powers 
of this nature ought to be exercised, expressed the view that it 
was expedient to attempt to lay down some general principles, 
which he then proceeded to do. We shall refer to these prin- 
ciples presently. 

The law, and the administration of the law, as to relief against 
forfeiture as between landlord and tenant, is now almost entirely 
controlled by statutes, which bestow wide discretionary powers 
on the court; but there are only a very limited number of 
reported instances of the exercise of these powers, and the recent 
decision of Jose v. Spicer (1911, 2 K. B. 253; 1912, A. C. 623, 
sub nom. Hyman v. Kose) is @ useful addition to this category. 
The Conveyancing Act, 1881, 8. 14, gives the court power to relieve 
against forfeiture for a breach of any covenant (other than against 
assignment or for the payment of rent) in a lease, and under 
sub-section (2) relief may be granted or refused, as the 
court, having regard to the proceedings and conduct of the 
parties under sub-section (1)—that is, in respect of the service of 
the statutory notice requiring remedy of the breach and the 
failure of the lessee to remedy it within a reasonable time—and 





to all the other circumstances, thinks fit. Where the court 
relieves, it may do so “on such terms, if any, as to costs, expense, 
damages, compensation, penalty or otherwise, including the 
granting of an injunction to restrain any like breach in the future, 
as the court in the circumstances of each case thinks fit. 
The following are examples of the terms imposed by the 
court :— 

In Quilter v. Mapleson (1882, 9 Q B. D, 672) there had been 
breaches of covenants in the lease of a theatre to keep the 
premises insured against fire for a substantial specific sum, and 
to produce the policies and receipts for premiums to the lessors. 
It was shewn that the lessee had been abroad when the policies 
expired, and had left instructions with an agent to keep them on 
foot, but had not remitted funds for so doing ; and that the agent 
had entered into an arrangement with the agents of the insur- 
ance companies for keeping the policies on foot; but it was 
disputed whether this arrangement would, in the event of a tire, 
have been binding on the companies. Relief against forfeiture of 
the lease was granted by the court, on the terms of the lessee 
repaying to the lessors the premiums which they had paid to 
keep up the policies, and the costs of the proceedings both in the 
Court of Appeal and in the court below. 

In Mitchison v. Thomson (1883, 1 Cab. & Ell. 72) there had 
been a breach of a covenant to keep the demised premises, which 
cons’sted of some forty-six small tenements, in repair. They 
had been in a very dilapidated condition for a considerable time. 
Judgment was given by the court for recovery of possession, but 
it was ordered that the judgment should not be enforced if the 
lessees (1) gave security within a fortnight, to the satisfaction of 
the Master, ‘that they would put the premises in repair ; (2) 
within four months have the premises put in repair, to the sat's- 
faction of a person to be agreed upon by the parties. The 
defendants were to pay all arrears of rent and the costs of the 
action. 

In North London Freehold Land and House Co. v. Jacques 
(1883, 49 L. T. 659), equitable mortgagees of a leasehold pro- 
perty brought an action for relief against forfeiture incurred by 
che lessee. The breach consisted of failure to erect and com. 
plete houses on the demised property and non-payment of rent. 
Relief was granted on the terms of the mortgagees undertaking 
to pay within fourteen days the rent in arrear, and to proceed 
with due diligence to erect and within four calendar months to 
complete the houses, and if they should not be so completed, to 
re-deliver possession of them to the successor in title of the 
lessor, who was ordered forthwith to give possession to the 
mortgagees. 

In Bond v. Freke (1884, W. N. 47) a covenant to keep the 
demised premises in repair had not been observed. The defen- 
dant admitted that there had been a “trifling” breach of the 
covenant, and alleged that he had since effected all necessary 
repairs, and if not, that he had been willing to do any further 
repairs which might be necessary. ‘The plaintiff stated that the 
defendant had neglected for two years to do the repairs, and 
that he was unable to rely on the defendant’s offer. The 
plaintiff had taken two journeys from his residence near London 
to Cardiff to view the premises. The court granted relief on the 
terms of the defendant executing any repairs not completed in 
accordance with the covenant, under the superintendence of the 
plaintiff's surveyor, and paying all rent in arrear and costs of 
the action, and any reasonable expense incurred in making 
surveys ; but refused solicitor and client costs and the costs of 
the plaintiff's journeys. 

In the reeent case of Rose v. Spicer (supra) a piece of land, on 
which a building intended to be used as a chapel was in the 
course of erection, was demised by a lease containing covenants 
by the lessees to complete the chapel and to repair and maintain 
it, and not to carry on offensive trades. The chapel was duly 
completed, and the property was separated from the street by a 
dwarf wall surmounted by an ornamental railing. The chapel 
had been used for many years as a place of worship, but had 
recently become disused and had fallen into disrepair. The 
necessary orders by the Charity Commissioners having been 
obtained, the property became vested in certain persons for the 
residue of the term. These persons entered into possession and 
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proceeded to put the premises in repair, and to make divers 
structural alterations necessary to adapt them for use as a kine- 
matograph theatre. Amongst other things the dwarf wall 
and railings were removed. After a complicated series of 
interlocutory applications the case came before the Court of 
Appeal, in such a form that the material question was whether 
the successors in title of the lessees were entitled to relief from for- 
feiture of the lease, and if so upon what terms that relief ought 
to be granted. At the hearing they offered, as the terms on which 
relief should be granted, to deposit a sum sufficient to ensure the 
restoration of the premises at the end of the term to their former 
condition, and to make a moveable fence on the line of the 
dwarf wall, so as to distinguish the property from the public 
footway. The Court of Appeal (Buckiey, L.J., dissenting) 
held that there had been breaches of the covenant and acts of 
waste, and that relief against forfeiture ought not to be granted 
except on the terms of the re-instatement of the premises in 
their former condition. This decision the House of Lords has 
reversed (1912, A. C. 623), holding, in accordance with the view 
of BuckLey, L.J., that the acts referred to above did not con- 
stitute any breach of covenant or restrainable waste. As to 
certain admitted breaches, the parties agreed upon an order 
giving unconditional relief from forfeiture. 

Although, no doubt, many cases may occur where it is difficult 
to postulate beforehand the precise terms upon which the court 
will relieve the defaulting tenant, the cases cited above appear 
to establish a broad principle which, in the generality of cases, 
will serve as a useful guide. This principle is the same as the 
Courts of Chancery formerly observed in granting relief against 
forfeiture for non-payment of rent. The court will regard the 
right of re-entry as a means to an end—as a means of securing 
to the lessor the due performance and observance of the covenants 
and conditions of the lease. It will regard the real substance of 
the transaction, and not the form. If the lessee has made 
default, but can still remedy his default without prejudicing the 
position of the lessor, nothing seems more just than that the 
parties should continue in the same relationship as was contem- 
plated by the original transaction ; and so the court preserves 
that relationship, but preserves it only on the footing of the 
defaulting party making good liis default. Such were the 
grounds on which relief was formerly given by the Court of 
Chancery. They will be found laid down by Sir WILLIAM 
GRANT, M.R., in Wadman vy. Calcraft (1804, 10 Ves. 67, at 

68), and by Lord ErskINE in Davies v. West (1806, 
12 Ves. 476) and discussed by SrirLine, J., in Howard v. 
Fanshawe (1895, 2 Ch. 581, at p. 586 et sey.). In accordance 
with these principles the Master of the Rolls, when Hyman v. 
Rose was before the Court of Appeal (ose v. Spicer, supra, at 
pp. 241, 242), laid down the following general rules by which 
the court would ordinarily be guided in exercising the 
discretionary powers of relieving against forfeiture bestowed 
upon it by section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881: (1) The 
applicant must remedy the breaches so far as possible, and pay 
compensation for the breaches which cannot be remedied ; (2) in 
the case of a breach of a negative covenant, he must undertake 
to observe the covenant in the future, or at least must not avow 
his intention of repeating the breach complained of ; (3) if the 
act complained of, although not a breach of a negative 
covenant, is of such a nature that the court would have restrained 
it during the currency of the lease on the ground of weste, he 
must undertake (if it be possible) to make good the waste ; (4) 
if the act complained of does not fall under either the second or 
the third rule, but is one in respect of which damages might be 
recovered in an action on the covenant, he must undertake not to 
repeat the wrongful act or be guilty of a continuing breach. 

In the House of Lords, Lord LoREBURN expressed his dis- 
approval of the tendency of the courts to fetter their own 
discretionary powers, and while he allowed that the principles 
enunciated by the Master of the Rolls were useful maxims in 
general, and in general reflected the pvint of view from which 
judges would regard an application for relief, he thought it ought 
to be distinctly understood that there might be cases in which 
any, or all of ‘them, might be disregarded. “If it were other- 





wise,” he said, “the free discretion given by the statute would | Dean of Norwich. 


be fettered by limitations which have nowhere been enacted,” 
As:uming that the acts chiefly complained of in Hyman v. Rose-- 
namely, those ancillary to converting the chapel into a place of 
entertainment—were breaches of covenant, the particular question 
was whether relief could be granted, notwithstanding that the 
assignees of the lease intended to continue the breaches, restoring, 
however, the premises to their original state at the end of the 
term. Inasmuch as the acts were held not to be breaches of 
covenant, an answer to this question became unnecessary, and 
the decision loses the special importance it would otherwise 
have had. But there is good reason for extending the statutory 
relief to such a case. In the course of a long term of years, the 
user of property originally contemplated may become inappro- 
priate, and since, during the term, the property belongs to 
the lessee and not to the lessor, the court should be able to 
sanction a change of user, which is beneficial to the lessee, and 
does not injure the reversion of the lessor. 








Reviews. 
Repairs. 


Tue Law or Reparrs AND Dinaprpations. By T. Cato WorsFoLp, 
M.A., LL.D., Solicitor of the Supreme Court. Sir Isaac Pitman & 
Sons (Limited). 

The law of repairs, as between landlord and tenant, is frequently a 
source of difficulty. The liability of the tenant depends either on 
the doctrine of waste or on the express stipulations of the lease. As 
to waste, it is not easy to reconcile the authorities as to liability for 
voluntary and permissive waste, and it remains one of the puzzles of 
the law why tenants tor years should be liable for both kinds ot 
waste (Davies v. Davies, 38 Ch. D. 499), and tenants for life should 
be liable for voluntary waste only (Re Cartwright, 41 Ch. D. 532). 
And when it is a question of an express covenant to repair, the 
application of the covenant to the actual condition of the 
premises is by no means an easy matter. Under a general 
covenant to repair, does the tenant satisfy his liability by patching 
up the premises from time to time so as to prevent the undue 
ravages of the elements, as in Gutteridge v. Maynard (1 Moo. & R. 
334) ; or must he renewthem so as to preserve them in their original 
condition ? The recent case of Lurcot v. Wakeley (1911, 1 K. B. 902) 
in the Ceurt of Appeal, favours the latter view, and is now 
the ruling authority ; but when matters of construction have been 
determined, it is still a question whether, from the practical point of 
view, the tenant has satisfied his liability or no. According to Proud- 
foot v. Hart (25 Q. B. D. 42), he must repair so as to suit the 
requirements of the sort of tenant who would take the house, but 
this leaves a wide margin for difference of opinion. These and 
similar questions are discussed by Mr. Worsfold in the small volume 
before us, and within less than a hundred pages he gives a very clear 
statement of the law, not only as between landlord and tenant, but 
also in the case of ecclesiastical dilapidations and of repairs to settled 
property ; and Chapter VII. ¢ontains a useful outline of the trans- 
ference of the rights and liabilities in regard to repair to successors 
in title of the lessor and lessee. The relevant provisions of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1911, have been duly noted, but a slip at p. 49, 
in a reference to the Conveyancing Act, 1881, requires correction. 
The book is concise and practical. 

Books of the Week. 

Paterson’s Licensing Acts.—The Licensing Acts, by the 
late JAMES Paterson, M.A, Barrister-at-Law. Being the Licensing 
(Consolidation) Act, 1910, the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, and the 
Extant Provisions of the Licensing Acts from 1830 to 1902, Xe. ; 
and Forms. By Gerarp R. Hix, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, assisted 
by Harry Cover, Barrister-at-Law. Twenty-third Edition. 
Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons. 15s. net. 

County Court Practice.--The Yearly County Court 
Practice, 1913. Founded on Archbold’s “County Court Practice” 
and Prrr-Lrewis’s “County Court Practice.” By the late G. Pirt- 
Lewis, K.C., and Sir C. ArNnotp Wurre, Chief Justice of Madras. 
1913 Edition by His Honour Judge Wooprati and E. H. Tinpan 
ATkKINsoN, Barrister-at-Law. The Chapter on Costs and the 
Precedents of Costs by Harry Coustrns, Registrar of the Cardiff 
County Court. In Two Volumes. Butterworth & Co; Shaw & 
Sons. 








The Rev. Henry Reginald Gamble, rector of Holy Trinity with St 
Jude, Upper Chelsea, has been appointed preacher to the Honourable 
Society of Lincoln’s Inn for the ensuing five years, in succession to the 
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Correspondence. 


Income Tax.—-Form No. 8/2. 
[ 7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jvurnal and Weekly Reporte r.] 


Sir,—I have been recently served with the above form by the local | 
assessor of taxes, requiring me to make a return of-the income which 
I rece:ve of any person chargeable under Schedule D for whom | 
I act as trustee, agent, receiver, guardian, &c. In response to my | 
inquiry if he had any particular person in view in respect to whose | 
income information was required, and, if not, to let me know by | 
what authority | could be required to fill up the form, the assessor 
referred me to the Income Tax Act, 1842, s. 190, Schedule G (16). 

I shall be much obliged if any of your readers (who, doubtless, 
have had these forms served on them) will inform me if they are in 
the habit of going through their clients’ investments, the income of | 
which they receive in any of the above capacities, for the purpose of | 
affording this information to the assessor ; if not, having regard to 
the penalties attached to non-compliance with the requirements, | 
what they do. “ SUBSCRIBER.” 

Dec. 21. 


The Increased Licence Duties—Section 2 of the 
Finance Act, 1912. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporte r.] 


Sir,—-While this matter is being discussed, it would be well to | 
have an expression of opinion as to whether the word “ premium ” | 
can be construed to mean a sum of money spent by the lessee on 
the building as a condition of the grant of the lease, at a lower rent 
than would be otherwise fixed. Db. W. W. 

Dec. 20, 


[We very much doubt whether “ premium ” would cover expendi 
ture such as that in question. A premium is some immediate | 
advantage to the lessor, whether paid directly incash or indirectly 
by release of a debt (Gingel/ v. Purkins, 4 Ex. 720), and it attracts ad | 
valorem stamp duty. Expenditure of money on the premises or a 
covenant to spend money secures a deferred advantage to the lessor, 
but it does not attract stamp duty (Stamp Act. 1891, s. 77 (2); and | 
see 54 Soxiicitors’ JOURNAL, p. 518). In the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, s. 2, “fine” is defined to include premium, and any pay 
ment, consideration, or benefit in the nature of a fine or premium ; 
possibly such a definitive clause would carry the meaning further : 
see Waite v. Jennings (1906, 2 K. B. 11); but here there is merely 
the word “premium,” which must, it would seem, be taken in its 
ordinary meaning.—Ep. S../.] 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS 
Court of Appeal. 


DEELEY rv. LLOYDS BANK (No. 2). No. 1. 10th Dee. 


Costs—AprraL TO Howse ot Lorps—Issures Decipep AGAINST 
APPELLANT—APPEAL AS TO ONnk Issup ONLY—Set-vFrr or Costs 
ORDERED TO BE Patp at TriaL—Mortion to Maker Lorops’ Decrer AN 
Orper or Hicu Court. 


On a motion to make a decree of the House of Lords an order of the 
High Court, when the decree appears on its face to deal with all the 
costs of the action, the court has jurisdiction to set off from the costs 
payable to the successful appellant under the decree, the costs of issues 
upon which he failed at the t ial, and which he did not raise upon the 
appeal. 

This was an application arising out of the case of Deeley v. Lloyds 
Bank (reported 56 Soricrrors’ Journat, p. 734). The plaintiff failed 
at the trial on his claim to priority over the defendants’ mortgage, and 
also on his claim to damages for improper exercise by the defendants 
of their power of sale as mortgagees. The appeal to the Court of 
Appeal and to the House of Lords only raised the point as to priority, 
upon which the House of Lords decided in favour of the plaintiff, and 
made an order that the defendants should pay the plaintiff his costs of 
the appeal and his costs of the trial, except in so far as they had been 
increased by the issue as to damages, and the cause was ‘‘ remitted to 
the Chancery Division, to do therein whatever shall be just, and not 
inconsistent with this order On motion to make the decree of the 
Lords a judgment of the High Court, Eve, J., directed that the 
defendants’ costs of the iesue as to damage should be taxed, and set 
off against the costs ordered by the decree to be paid to the plaintiff 
The plainiff's appeal from this order was dismissed by 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Farwert and Hamuton, L.JJ. Their 
lordehips held, that as the defendant had been given these costs at the 
trial, and there had been no appeal from that part of the judgment, it 
was obviously just that these costs should not be taken away from him. 
If they had already been paid, as they ought to have been, there would 
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have been nothing to make the defendant repay them. Moreover, 
there was no inconsistency between the order entered by Eve J. and 
the decree, because payment by means of a set-off of costs due to the 
defendants was a perfectly valid method of payment. The duty of 
the judge upon motion to make a decree of the Lords an order of 


the High Court, is not merely to register the decree but to make such 


an order as would have been made at the trial if the decree had then 
been in the knowledge of the judge : Macheth v. Maritime Insurance 
Co. (24 T. L. R. 559).—Counsex, Sheldon and L. Mossop; Stamp. 
Souicrrors, Field, Emery, Roscoe, & Medley, for F. Deeley, Dudley ; 
P. W. Chandler, for Hooper & Fairbairn; Dudley. 

[Reported by F. Gurarie Surru, Barrister-at Law.] 


HUGHES v. OXENHAM. No. 1. Dec. 20. 


PRACTICE ORIGINATING SumMONS — ForecLosuRE — MORTGAGE or 
Persona, Estate—Service Ovr or THE JurIspicTioN—OrpeR XI, 
Rute 1 (E). 

An action commenced by the issue of an originating summons against 

a mortgagor asking for foreclosure of a mortgage of personal estate is 


| not an action “ founded cn contract or alleged breach of contract 


within Order XI. Rule 1 (e), and the summons cannot be se rved out of 
the jurisdiction. 

Appeal of defendants from a refusal of Neville, J., to discharge an 
order giving the plaintiff leave to serve an originating summons out of 
the jurisdiction. The summons was issued for an account of what was 
due under a mortgage of certain interests under an English marriage 
settlement of personal estate, consisting of certain shares in the resi 
duarv estate of a testator, who left no land in England, and to enforce 
the mortgage by foreclosure or ale. The defendants, who were in 
Australia, entered a conditional appearance, and moved to discharge the 


| order. In the court below Neville, J., distinguished Deutsche National 


Bank v. Paul (1898, 1 Ch. 283) on the ground that in that case the 
action was not brought against the original mortgagors, but against an 
assignee. It was admitted that the action could not be brought within 
any other sub-section of Order XI., Rule 1. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.: The plaintiffs have issued an originating 
summons, and obtained an order to serve it in Australia. The property 
mortgaged was not land within the jurisdiction, but shares in the per- 
sonal estate of a testator, who had no land within the jurisdiction. 
No relief in the shape of a personal order for payment could be granted 
on an originating summons like this. I think this is not an action 
‘‘founded on a breach, or alleged breach, of a contract within the’ 
juriediction’’ within Order XI., Rule 1 (e). This sub-section has been 
held not to apply to a case of foreclosure in Deutsche National Bank: v. 
Paul (supra). But there being this casus omissus in the rule, it is 
impossible to draw any distinction, for the purposes of the rule, between 
an original mortgagor and an assignee. To come within the rule you 
must be suing on a contract. In the present case you could apply for 
exactly the same relief, if the mortgage contained no covenant to pay. 
The action is to enforce the security. The learned judge was wrong 
in holding this to be a summons which could be served out of the 
juriediction, and the appeal must be allowed. 

Farwe tt and Hamirton, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect, 
the former obeerving that he trusted the rule would chortly be amended. 

Counset, Tomlin; Owen Thompson. Soxrticrrors, Pritchard, Engle- 
held, & Co. ; Peacock & Goddard. 


[Reported by H. LaNGrorpd Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


4 
CABABE v. WALTON-UPON-THAMES DISTRICT COUNCIL. No. 1. 
27th, 28th, and 29th Nov. 
Hicuway—Creation arrer 1835—Depication PresumMep FROM USER 
Liariziry or PartsH tro Reparrn—Hicuways Act, 1835, s. 23. 


{ road which becomes a highway after 1835 will not be repatrable 
hy the public unless the provisions of section 23 of the Highways Act, 
1835, can he prove d. or pre sumed, to have been complied with. And 
this is so whether the wad has been made and dedicated by the land- 
owner, or has become a highway by user on the part of the public with- 
out actual dedication. 


Appeal from the decision of a Divisional Court (reported 1912, 2 
<. B. 432) on a special case stated by quarter cessions, raising the ques- 
tion whether the respondents were entitled to treat Cottimore-lane 
as a street within the meaning of the Private Streets Works Act. 
1892, and to charge the appellant with an apportioned share of the cost 
of making it up. The appellant’s contention was that the lane was 
a highway repairable by the public. The lane wes formerly a private 
bridle path and footway, and the case found that it had become a 
highway at some time since 1835, but that none of the requirements of 
section 23 of the Highways Act, 1835, had heen complied with. Repairs 
had been effected from time to time by adjoining owners, and no public 
money had ever been expended on it. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy. M.R., Farwei, and Hamutron, L.JJ.) 
held that the appellant’s case failed. They were prepared to draw the infer- 
ence that there was an actual dedication in 1864, but, independently of that. 
they considered that section 23 prevented any road from becoming after 1835 
a highway repairable by the public unless the requirements of that section 
were complied with; it did not interfere with the common law power 
to dedicate highways, but it did interfere with the common law power 
of the person dedicating to throw the burden of repair on the public: 
Fenwick v, Croydon (1891, 2 Q. B. 216). The section applied not only 
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to the case of an owner making a road at his own expense with the in- 
tention of dedicating it, but also to cases where the dedication was only 
a presumption raised by user on the part of the public. In #. v. 
Thomas (7 El. & Bl. 399) a turnpike trust created in 1827 expired 
in 1848, and the road continuing to be used as a highway, the court 
held that it was repairable by the parish, notwithstanding section 23. 
There was, however, evidence of repair by the parish, from which it 
might have been inferred that the road was a highway before 1835, 
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the association itself. 


or to justify a presumption that the evidence of compliance with sec- | 


tion 23 had been lost: see Leigh U.D.C. v. King (1901, 1 Q. B. 747). 
Their Lordships could not agree with the observations in FP. v. Thomas 
(eupra) that section 23 only applied where a landowner was minded to 
make a road with the intention of throwing on the parish the cost of 
maintaining it. They also thought that the observations of Bacon, 
V.C., in Healey v. Batley (19 Eq., at p. 393), were too wide, and, if 
read literally, would render the section a dead letter, though the actual 
decision in the case was correct.—CounseL, Danchwerts, K.C., and 
Cababé; Sir F. Low, K.C., and W. Mackenzie. Soxicrrors, J. West- 
cott d&: Sons; Percy Webb. 
(Reported by F. Gutruere Smirn, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


ORAM ». HUTT AND OTHERS. Swinfen Eady, J. 26th Nov. 


Trap—E UNION—APPLICATION OF FUNDS OTHERWISE THAN ACCORDING 
To THE RuteEs—MAINTENANCE OF Surr—ComMmon INTEREST—SLANDERS 
on Orricers AS SucH—AcTIONS By THE OFFICERS—INDEMNITY BY 
Union Acatnst Costs—ULtTRA VIREs. 

It is ultra vires for a registered trade union, where there is no pro- 
vision in its rules for such payment, to resolve to pay and subsequently 
to, in fact, pay the costs of an action for damages jor slander brought 
by one of its officers, merely on the ground that such an aciion, by 
stopping the slanders, will indirectly benefit the association. 

This was a witness action in which the plaintiff, who was a member 
of a registered trade union, called the Warwickshire Miners’ Associa- 
tion, sued the general secretary, some members of the executive com- 
mittee, and the trustees. In 1907 a certain member of the association, 
named Pat McNicholas, who wished to have the accounts of the 
association audited by chartered accountants, made speeches at public 
meetings, in which he accused the officers of the association, and par- 
ticularly the defendant Johnson, the general secretary, of misconduct 
in the affairs of the association, suggesting, among other things, that 
the balance-sheet had been falsified, and attacking also the various 
lodges. He further wrote a libel about the secretary of one of the 
lodges—the Newdigate Lodge. These attacks, if not refuted, threat- 
ened to impair the efficiency, if not the very existence, of the associa- 
tion. Members began refusing to pay their contributions. Accordingly, 
on the 16th of May, 1907, the executive committee passed the following 
resolution :—‘‘ Resolved that the Miners’ Association, the general 
secretary, the executive committee, and any of the lodge officials take 
legal proceedings against Pat McNicholas on behalf of the Miners’ 
Association, or in their own names, and that the Miners’ Association 
indemnify the general or lodge officials who take proceedings.’”? On 
the 24th of June, 1907, the council of the association approved this 
resolution. On the 16th May, 1907, Johnson, the general secretary, 
relying on this resolution, commenced an action for slander against Pat 
MeNicholas, and on the following day the secretary of the Newdigate 
Lodge commenced another action against McNicholas for libel and 
slander. The solicitor for the association acted for the plaintiff in 
both actions. Johnson, in his statement of claim, set out the slanders 
whic h he alleged were spoken ‘of the plaintiff, and of the plaintiff 
in the way of his said office.” Such slanders were intended to convey 
that he was corrupt and negligent in the discharge of his duties as 
secretary of the association ; that he had prepared and published a false 
balance-sheet ; that he had robbed and embezzled and aided and 
abetted other officials in robbing and embezzling the funds of the 
association. He then wound up by alleging that, ‘ by reason of the 
premises the plaintiff has been injured in his credit and reputation, 
and has suffered damage.’ On the 24th of February, 1908, he recovered 
judgment. for £1,000 damages and costs. A consent judgment was 
entered in the other action. While the actions were pending the 
solicitor received £174 from the treasurer on account of costs. On the 
10th of July, 1908. nothing having been recovered from McNicholas. 
the sum of £775, the balance of the costs of the two ac tions, was paid 

v the treasurer to Johnson, and by him to the solicitor out of funds 
of the society—namely, out of the income of the so iety in the trea- 
surer’s hands, which had not yet been handed over to the trustees. 
There was no special resolution sanctioning this payment. it being con- 
sidered as covered by the resolution of the 16th of May, 1907. In view of 
the fact that the trustees had not made the pavment, the plaintiff no 
lor.ger asked for an order for repayment by all the defendants, but 
only claimed a general declaration against all the defendants that the 
Payments were ultra vires, and an order for the defendant Johnson to 
iat gta te feng ny 

é ‘ ‘ se payments were ultra vires. 

— | . rule of the association authorizing the payment out of the 

within Hh A sarong of such costs as these. Such payment is not 

atichored h. _— ° the association. It is well established that a 

atherioes — union cannot apply its funds for any purpose not 

y its rules. They referred to Yorkshire Miners’ Association 





and Others v. Howden and Others (1905, A.C. 256). Counsel for the 
defendants contended that the objects of the association as defined by 
the rules were not exhaustive. They did not provide for the payment 
of the costs of litigation by the association itself, and yet it could not 
be contended that such costs, if properly incurred, were not payable 
out of the funds of the association. In this particular case the attacks 
made upon the officers of the association menaced the very existence of 
i We submit that the association was amply 
justified in guaranteeing these costs by resolution, and is, now that 
the attacks on the association have been repelled, amply justified in 
paying them. 

Swinren Eapy, J., after stating the facts, said : It has been decided 
that it is beyond the powers of a registered trade union to apply its 
funds for any purpose not authorized by the rules : Yorkshire Miners’ 
Associa-ion v. Howden (1905, A.C. 256, 262). It is not contended that 
the payment of these costs was within the rules, but it is urged that as 
the actions were really brought for the benefit of the association, the 
payment was justified. But the actions were, in fact, actions by the 
officers for personal slander, and any damages recovered would have 
belonged to the officers, and not to the association. Although the 
association might be indirectly benefited by the stopping of the slanders, 
that indirect benefit did not constitute such a common interest in ‘‘ the 
thing in variance’”’ as to justify the association in paying the costs. 
In other words, the association had no legal right as distinguished from 
a sentimental interest in the result of the actions, and the payment of 
the costs was therefore obnoxious to the law against maintenance : 
Alabaster v. Harness (1895, 1 Q.B. 339, 341, 344), Greig v. National 
Amalgamated Union of Shop Assistants, Warehousemen and Clerks 
(1906, 22 T.L.R. 274, 275b). There must, therefore, be a declaration 
that the payments were ul/ra vires, and an order against Johnson for 
repayment of the £775, which is all the plaintiff now asks. Johnson 
must pay the plaintiff’s costs. The other defendants will bear their 
own costs.—CounseL, Hon. EF. C. Macnaghten, K.C., and Dighton 
Pollock ; Hon. Frank Russell, K.C., apd J. W. Manning. Sovicrrors, 
Vaude &: Tunnicliffe, for Simpson, Bowring, & Smith, Derby ; Bennett 
ad Ferris, for W. H. Pownall, Nuneaton. 

[Reported by L. M, MAy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
BLACKLEDGE v. BLACKLEDGE Evans, P., 
Deane, J. 4th Deer. 

Summary Jurispicrion (Marriep Women) Act (58 & 59 Vicr., c. 39), 

1895—Summons By Wire ALLEGING DeserRTION—DISMISSED—SECOND 

Summons ALLEGING DesertTION-—-ApDITIONAL EvipeNnce ADMITTED BY 

Justices—Orper Acarnst Hussanp—AppeaL ALLOWED—ReEs JUDICATA 
Wire to Pay Her own Costs. 


and Bargrave 


Where a wife had failed, on a summons alleging de sertion against 
her husband, and had issued a second summons on a similar ground, 
and had obtained an order for maintenance, 

Held, that the order must be quashed, as the matter on the second 
summons was res judicata, and, further, that as that point had been 
taken in the court below, the wife must bear her own costs of the appeal 
and in the justices’ court, 

Appeal by William Blackledge @gainst an order made on the 14th of 
October, 1912, by the justices of Blackpool, whereby it had been adjudged 
that he had deserted his wife, Margaret Ellen Blackledge. The grounds 
of appeal were : (1) That the cavse of complaint upon which the said 
order was made was res judicata; (2) that there was no desertion; (3) 
that fresh evidence on the part of the respondent was improperly 
omitted, contrary to the justice of the case;-and (4) that such fresi 
evidence, having been admitted, an adjournment to enable the appellant 
to deal with the same by calling rebutting evidence was wrongfully 
refused him. The parties were married on the 6th of August, 1908, 
and on the 20th of February, 1910, the wife left her husband. She 
took out a summons alleging desertion, which came on for hearing before 
the Preston justices, and was dismiesed on the 18th of April, 1919 
At that hearing medical evidence was called on behalf of the wife. On 
the 3rd day of May, 1910, her solicitons wrote to her husband’s advisers 
intimating that, since the hearing, their client had discovered that her 
husband and child had suffered from a venereal disease, and that, mm 
consequence of the child’s condition, her health had been affected. The 
solicitors finally asked whether the husband was prepared to make his 
wife any allowance. The husband, through his solicitors, on the 13th 
of May, 1910, declined to make any allowance. On the 8th of October, 
1912, the wife issued another summons alleging desertion, but gave no 
date for its commencement. This was heard by the Blackpool justices 
on the 14th of October, 1912, who found the complaint proved, and 
ordered the husband to pay 10s. a week maintenance and his wife’s 
costs, and gave her the custody of the child. Counsel in support of the 
appeal against this order submitted that the matter was res judicata, a 
point that had been taken before the justices and over-ruled by them. 
It was further stated that the justices had admitted medical evidence 
in support of the charge set out in the letter of the 3rd of May, 1910. 
but had refused to allow the husband an adjournment to call rebutting 
evidence. It was contended that the decision in Stokes v. Stokes (55 
Soricirors’ Journat, 690; 1911, P. 195) disposed of the order. For 
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the wife it was urged that when the husband refused an allowance in 
the letter of the 13th of May, 1910, desertion began to run. Moreover, 
when two persons were living apart, facts might arise subsequently 
which constituted desertion at a day subsequent to the separation, as In 
Sickert v. Sickert (48 W. R. 268; 1899, P. 278). 

In my opinion the point that the matter is res judicata is 
covered by Stokes v. Stokes (supra), and, further, I am of opinion that 
there has been no desertion at all on the part of the husband. The 
state of cohabitation which had existed down to the 20th day of Feb 
ruary, 1910, was brought to an end by the wife’s own act. This appeal 
succeeds, and the order of the justices must be quashed. 


Evans, P. 


BarGrave Deane, J.—I agree. The question of desertion was properly 
gone into on the hearing of the first summons. It was then suggested 
that the husband was the real cause of the desertion, and the wife 
then stated that she left him. Now she seeks to impose upon him 
something quite different which she says she has found out since. It 
is not open to a wife to allege desertion in that way. If she has found 
out something eince she left him, it is open to her to bring a suit in thie 
division. 


Counsel for the appellant stated that £15 had been paid into 
court by his client as security for his wife’s costs. This had been the 
wife’s eecond attempt, and it was a hardship on the husband that he 
ehould be obliged to come to that court without any chance of getting 
his costs if he succeeded. The point had been taken in the court below, 
and the appeal could not be avoided, as in the case of Pickavance v. 
Pickavance (1901, P. 60). The husband had been ordered to pay his 
wife’s costs in the court below, but. pending the hearing of the appeal, 
had not paid them 

Evans, P.—The 
he low The 
Pricatley 
lord. for respondent 


wife must bear her own ccets both here and in the 
£15 in urt will be handed out to the husband 
K.C., and Rk. M. Middleton, for appellant; Bay 
Sorrerrors. Chester, Broome, & Griffithes. for 
(. Oakey, Preston; Indermaur d Brown, for C. W. Callis. Blackpool. 


[Reported by Diesr Cores-Paespr, Barrister-at-Law.) 


court 
CouUNSEL, 


Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX v. CHANDLER. iS8th Nov. 

Criminan LAw—Suop-Breakinc— BReaKInc ’’—FALsE 
FAs} Key OBTAINED FROM SERVANT or OccupIER 
KNOWN AND Approvep By OccCUPIER 


Key Usep 
SERVANT’s ACTION 
Ossect To Catcn THE THIEF. 
A pawnbroker’s assistant, with the knowl: dge and approval of his 
master, lent the appellant a key of his master’s shop, from which the 
appellant obtained an umpression, and so a false key. Ona day arranged 
between the appellant and the servant, with the knowledge of his 
master, the appellant entered the shop by means of the false key with 
the intent to steal, and was arrested on the premises by the police. 

Held, that the appellant had * broken into”’ 
shop. 


Reg. v 


as well as entered the 


Johnson, 1841 (Car. and Marsh, 218), distinguished. 


This was an appeal from a conviction at the Birmingham City Ses- 
sions for shop-breaking. The facts of the case appear sufficiently from 
the head At the trial the point was taken on behalf of the 
appellant that he had not “ broken into”’’ the shop, as the key was 
furnished to the appellant by the servant with the assent of his 
master, and as the master must be taken to have assented to the 
breaking in. The case of Reg. v. Johnson (Car. and Marsh, 218) was 
cited as covering this case. In that case it appeared that a servant 
had, with the knowledge of his master, opened the door of his master’s 
dwelling-house to the thief. The Court there held that there had been 
no “ breaking.’’ The learned Recorder did not give effect to the point, 
and the appellant was convicted, but appealed. The same point was 
taken on the appeal. 


Avory, J., delivered the judgment of the Court (Lord ALVERSTONE, 
C.J., CHANNELL, and Avory, JJ.) as follows: There really is nothing 
in this case except the question whether the decision of Mr. Justice 
Maule in Reg. v. Johnson (ubi sup.) is an authority applicable to this 
case. Apart from the effect of that decision, the facts are quite clear 
that this appellant, with a key, broke and entered these premises. 
That he did this act with an intention to steal is not disputed. ‘Apart, 
therefore, from the effect of that decision, he has done everything 
necessary to constitute the crime of house-breaking. But it is said 
that because the servant of the proprietor had furnished the appellant 
with a key to open the door—with a means of getting into the premises 
—it must be assumed that what was done by the appellant was done 
with the assent of the proprietor. The proprietor never did assent 


note. 





to the appellant breaking into the premises and stealing the goods. On 
the assumption that the act of the servant was the act of the proprietor, | 
the appellant was only allowed to have possession of the key in order 
that he might be detected in the commission of the offence. ‘Of course, 
that did not make the assistant an accomplice of the appellant. The 
whole of the decision in the case of Req. v. Johnson (ubi sup.) is to be | 


cumstances of this case the prisoners went in at a door which, as it 
seems to me, was lawfully open.” There the prisoners walked in at the 
open door; therefore, there was no “ breaking.”” Here the appellant 
did not walk in by an open door; he opened the door with a key, and 
so broke it open, intending to steal, and he was arrested on the pre- 
mises. It is sufficient to say that the decision in Johnson's case (ub 
sup.) does not cover this case on the ground of the distinction I have 
pointed out. That case, therefore, not being in the way, we have here 
evidence that this appellant did everything to constitute the crime of 
house-breaking. The Court is of opinion that the learned Recorder 
was right in not giving effect to the point raised on behalf of the 
appellant, and that the conviction was right.—CouNsEL, for the appel- 
lant, Hugo Young, K.C., and Joy; for the Crown, J. G. Hurst, 
Sonicrtors, Philip Baker & Co., Birmingham ; J. HZ. Hill, Birmingham. 
[Reported by OU. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 





New Orders, &c. 


Orders in Council, dated the 16th inst., and published in the London 
Gazette of the 20th inst., have been made regulating appeals to the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council from the full Court of the 
Supreme Court of Sierra Leone, from the Special Court and the Court 
of the Resident Commissioner of the Bechuanaland Protectorate, and 
from the Full Court and a Judicial Commissioner of the Court of 
Appeal of the Federated Malay States. 

Ry Order in Council, dated the 16th of December, 1912, and pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of the 20th inst., it is ordered that the 
police court now established in Great Marlborough-street, and known 
by the name of Marlborough-street Police-court, shall, from and after 
the 17th day of February, 1913, be removed therefrom to a certain 
building now in course of erection in Francis-street, in the parish of 
Saint Pancras, in the county of London and within the Metropolitan 
Police District, and shall, until His Majesty shall be pleased to order 
otherwise, be there holden by the name of Marlborough-street Police- 
court, and for the same division as was assigned to the said Marl- 
horough-street Police-court by His Majesty’s Order in Council dated 
the 6th day of July, 1907. 








The Knox Case. 


The magistrates at Newcastle Police Court, on the 23rd inst., says 
the Times, were Mr. N. H. Martin and Mr. Johnstone Wallace, who, 
on the 5th of November, convicted Driver Nichol Knox, of the North 
Eastern Railway Company, on a charge of drunkenness and disorderly 
conduct, this conviction leading to the recent strike. 


Addressing the court, Mr. Martin said he desired to make a personal 
statement. The last time they sat, a case came before them which, 
after a protracted hearing, was decided to the best of their judgment, 
and they did not conceive that anything could arise out of it beyond 
the acceptance by the defendant of the decision, in which he acquiesced 
by not availing himself of the ordinary legal methods of questioning 
its accuracy and justice and vindicating his conduct. Continuing, Mr. 
Martin said :— 

; 

Certain unlooked-for consequences did follow, and an amount of 
public disturbance out of all proportion to the intrinsic merits of the 
case did arise for which this court is in no sense responsible. The 
result, however, was that an unusual and informal public inquiry was 
held before a gentleman of but equal judicial standing with this bench, 
appointed for the purpose by the Home Secretary. As a consequence 
the defendant has received a “‘ free pardon.” 

We may congratulate the defendant, but at the 
enter our protest in our judicial and individual capacity, and with 4 
full sense of our responsibility, against the appointment in the circum- 
stances of such a tribunal, its constitution, and the method of cou: 
ducting the inquiry. No unbiassed person reading the details of tha 
inquiry could fail to note its unsatisfactory character, and thes 
throughout the advocate in the Commissioner dominated the magi 
trate. The report, which was obviously intended to provide a wi 
out of the difficulty quite apart from the merits of the case, has been 
received pretty generally with something like ridicule. In this i- 
formal inquiry which was held into events which had occurred nearly 
two months before, and was opened and proceeded with in less than 
twenty-four hours after intimation that it had been ordered, the laws 
of evidence were not strictly adh red to, and it had not the safeguar 
of the oath. Nor were the justices concerned consulted by the Hom* 
Secretary, or asked by him for their observations on the case, as ® 
usually done when he is petitioned to revise a judicial decision. 


With regard to ourselves, we are, of course, at all times ready to 
submit to all legally constituted and recognised courts of appeal, al! 
to accept unhesitatingly their decision. We make no claim to infalli- 
bility, but we do claim to be men who, in the words of our judicial 
oath, “faithfully and impartially execute the office of justice of wl! 
peace, according to the best of our judgment and ability, doing rigtt 
to all manner of people after the laws and usages of the realm withost 


same time we 


















found in the following words of Mr. Justice Maule. ‘‘ Under the cir- | fear or favour, affection, or ill-will.” 





The ab 
cert, at t! 
12th of D 
ing gentle 
rych, 
Powys, al 


CHARLE: 
(Rogers, § 


A Royal 
of delay i 
King’s Be 
reforms sh 
the memb 
Mr. Juetic 
wall, M.P 
H. J. Cra 
Samuel R« 
Tanfield -cc 


The Lor 


Mr. Edy 
the distric 
Wednesda: 
morning Or 
which he w 
was lying 
some time. 


A profe: 
2ist inet... 
head of th 
jointly wit 
cerned 7 | 
tion and o 
J. H. Tow 
and Mr. S 
the same s 


In answe 
whether. a 
of a limite 
and corres] 
for the gre 
would conf 
has renlied 
that the e 
member wi 
glad to cor 


At the C 
William J; 
Villiams, 1 
dieplayed 2 
lives. The 
scribed £3 
celluloid fix 
of a simil: 
legislation. 
tion had di 
license and 
further ov 
appointed 
the handlin 


At Marlb 
applied to 
liceneed ho: 


on 
he 
he 


of 


ler 
ce- 
irl 
ted 


Dec. 28, 1912. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


[Vol. 57.] 161 








—— 


Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Social Union. 


The above society held a house dinner, followed by a smoking oom 
cert, at the Boulogne Restaurant, Gerrard-street, W., on Thursday, the 
12th of December. Mr. A. R. N. Powys was in the chair. The follow- 
ing gentlemen contributed to the musical programme :—Messrs. Wool. 
rch, 8S. J. Rubenstein, R. T. Davies, Fletcher, H. P. Gisborne, A. R. 
Powys, and W. G. Hill. 








Legal News. 


Changes in Partnerships, &c. 
Dissolutions. 


Cuartes Rogers and Rearnatp Craupe Monty He ier, solicitors 
(Rogers, Son, & Helliwr), 34, Knights-hill, West Norwood. Dec. 10. 
[Gazette, Dec. 15. 


—_—- 


General. 


A Royal Commission has been appointed to inquire into the complaints 
of delay in the hearing of actions and appeals and Crown cases in the 
King’s Bench Division of the High Court of Justice, and whether any 
reforms should be adopted, and to report thereupon. The following are 
the members of the Commission :—Viscount St. Aldwyn (chairman), 
Mr. Justice Darling, Sir Charles Henry, Bart., M.P.. Sir Edwin Corn 
wall. M.P., Mr. Reginald B. D. Acland, K.C., Mr. Cecil Coward, Mr. 
H. J. Craig, M.P., Mr. C. H Morton, Mr. C. H. Roberts, M.P., Mr. 
Samuel Roberts, M.P. The secretary is Mr. J. F. Tindal Atkinson, 2, 
Tanfield-court, Temple 


The Lord Chief Justice was seventy last Sunday. 


Mr. Edward W. Poultney, a solicitor, of Ulverston, and member of 
the district. council there, was found shot in an hotel at Chester on 
Wednesday, the 18th inet. Mr. Poultney arrived at Chester in the 
morning of that day, and went to the Queen Hotel. in a bedroom of 
which he was found in the afternoon shot through the heart. A revolver 
Was lying by his side. It is stated that he had been in ill-health for 
sume time. 


A professional career of nearly sixty years, says the 7'imes of the 
21st inet.. closes with the retirement of Mr. Henry Weatherall, F.S.T.. 
head of the firm of Meesrs. Weatherall & Green, which he founded 
jointly with the late Mr. James Green. Mr. Weatherall has been con- 
cerned as an auctioneer and surveyor in many notable sales and arbitra- 
tion and other proceedings, not onlv in this country. but abroad. Mr. 
J. H. Townsend Green, Mr. J. D. Weatherall, Mr. C. W. Willoughby, 
and Mr. Svdney A. Smith, his nartners, will continue the business under 
the same style as it has existed for over half a century. 


In answer to a question in the House of Commons by Mr. Goldsmith 
whether. as under the existing law a member of the board of directore 
of a limited company does not possess the right to examine the books 
and correspondence of the company, the Attorney-General is prepared. 
for the greater protection of shareholders, to promote legislation which 
would confer such powers on individual directors. Mr. Sydney Buxton 
has renlied, on behalf of the Attorney General, that he is not satisfied 
that the existing law is as stated in the question, but if the hon. 
member will refer him to any authority for the statement, he will be 
glad to consider the matter further. — 


At the City Coroner’s Court, on the 19th inst., Dr. Waldo presented 
William James Spiller, Frederick Charles Bowd, and John Charles 
Villiams, warehoveemen, with sums of money for conspicuous bravery 
dieplayed at the Moor-lane fire in July last, when nine girls lost their 
lves. The Corporation voted £15 and the jury at the inquest sub- 
scribed £3 5s. The coroner said that in 1902 ten lives were lost in a 
celluloid fire in Queen Victoria-street. In 1907, after a non-fatal fire 
. a similar nature, the Corporation made many endeavours to get 
eottion. but without result. Since the Moor-lane fire the Corpora- 
ton had decided to promote a Bill next eession giving them power to 
i and control celluloid factories within their juriediction. As a 
: rer outcome of the Moor-lane fire, the Home Secretary had 
es Departmental Committee on the precautions necessary in 
¢ handling and etorage of celluloid and celluloid articles. 


at Marlborough-street, on the 19th inst., says the Times, an applicant 
plied to Mr. Mead for protection with regard to the transfer of a 


hae house within the jurisdiction of the court. The magistrate 
ok » see the agreement, and said he saw that the tenant undertook 
ep the house in repair and to have it painted every three years; 
bay there was any conviction or complaint made by a justice of the 
ot thes the euperintendent of police of the district, or any complaint 
inhabitants, it would be considered a breach of the agreement, 
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and that the tenant might be turned out of the house. The provisions 
of the agreement did not appear to have been explained to the incoming 
tenant as they ought to have been. He thought some of the clauses 
most oppressive and unjustifiable, and should not, in the present form 
of the agreement, grant ‘‘ protection,’’ because it was against public 
policy that pereons should enter into an agreement of this sort. No 
independent man with any sense of justice would agree to such a con- 
tract. Application could be renewed. Late in the day the agreement, 
which had in the meantime been amended, was handed to the magis- 
trate, who then granted the applicant ‘‘ protection.” 


His Honour Judge Woodfall delivered a considered judgment on 
Tuesday, at the Westminster County Court, in a claim by the liquidator 
of the Birkbeck Bank for the recovery of a depositor’s overdraft of 
£38 1s. 10d. The case wae stated to govern a number of others. Mr. 
Blanco White was for the plaintiff; Mr. Whately C. Arnold, solicitor, 
for the defendant. The defendant, who was not a member of the 
building society, had a current account at the bank, and the final 
transaction resulted in the overdraft claimed, which was brought about 
by two cheques being paid in and not being met. The defendant drew 
a cheque which the bank honoured, and the two cheques not being met, 
there was not sufficient to the defendant’s credit to cover the amount of 
the cheque he drew. It was not suggested that the defendant had anv 
knowledge that the two cheques would not be honoured. Mr, Arnold 
contended that the banking business was ulfra vires the building 
society. His Honour upheld that contention. The transaction, he said, 
was ultra vires, and could not be made the foundation of a debt. The 
point had been taken that the defendant’s attention was drawn, .in his 
passbook, to the bank’s being the creature—he did not use the word in 
any invidious sense—of the building society. He did not think any- 
thing turned on that, but he could not come to the conclusion that the 
defendant had any such knowledge. He entered judgment for the 
defendant, with costs, and granted a stay of execution. 


At the London Sessions on Wednesday, says the 7'imes, Harold Lane, 
thirty, surrendered to his bail for a third time to answer an indictment 
charging him with having used the Devonshire Hall, Devonshire-road, 
Hackney, for gaming. This was the case in which the defendant had 
used the hall for whist drives. The case had been tried at two previous 
sessions, but in each instance the jury had failed to agree. Mr. Travers 
Humphreys, who represented the Commissioner of Police, now said it 
was not proposed to offer any further evidence against the defendant, 
as the authorities thought it would be a hardship tp try a man a third 
time, especially when his alleged offence was not likely to be punished 
by imprisonment. The defendant was a thoroughly respectable gentle- 
man, and the Commissioner was taking this course only because two 
juries had disagreed, It was not an admission on the part of the 
authorities that a progressive whist drive at which prizes were awarded 
did not come within the recent High Court decision, and if the de- 
fendant or any other person chose to carry on drives in the same 
manner, he would do so at his own risk. Mr. Robert Wallace, K.C., 
agreed that a very proper course had been taken, but said it must be 
understood that anyone who offended against the law was liable to be 
indicted as Mr. Lane had been. The jury returned a formal verdict of 
‘** Not guilty,’’ and Mr. Wallace discharged the defendant. 


Mr. John Trevarthen, secretary of the Philanthropic Society, writes 
from Farm School, Redhill, to the Times of the 23rd inst., under 
the heading ‘‘ Reformatories and Crime”’ *“My _ attention 
has been called to the report in your issue of the 10th inst. of 
remarks made by Mr. Justice Madden on the above subject when send- 
ing a youth to a Borstal institution instead of a reformatory, on the 
ground that cases in the latter, within his knowledge, frequently began 
again a criminal career. Of couree the learned judge may have found 
the proportion of relapses from Irish reformatories justify his criticism, 
but I have before me the report just issued by the inspector of English 
reformatories, and there I find the last returns show that 9 per cent. 
only of bovse discharged in 1909 had been reconvicted. and, of course, 
many on slight charges far from serious criminality. I submit that as 





those sent to these schools were in grave danger of swelling the ranks 
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of habitual criminals, such results are matters of congratulation and 
not of censure, especially as recent inquiries have shown that public 
schoolboys are a greater failure in after life than reformatory lade, of 
whom 84 per cent. were in regular employment as last reported on. I 
have been associated with reformatory work for half a century, and 
know the blessing it has been to thousands of otherwise hopeless cases, 
and I plead for fair play. The Borstal syetem is based on our experi- 
ence and methods.’’ The report in the Times referred to by Mr. Tre 
varthen is quoted at p. 133. ante 


The Christmas waits says the Daily Chronicle) had at one time a 
certain amount of official recognition In London the post was pur 
chased, while in Westminster it was an appointment under the control 
of the High Constable and the Court of Burgesses. A police inquiry 
in 1820 thre VY a curious ] cht on this \ Mi Monro, the offic ial leadet 
of the waits for Westminster, complained to Sir R. Baker, the police 
magistrate, that other persons were playing at night and collecting 
money from the householders. The offenders were summoned and fined 
by the magistrate, who decided that there really was a vested right 
to charm the ears of the citizens of Westminster with nocturnal music. 


e, at Gaxton Hall, on the 13th 


At the annual meeting, says the T'ime 
** to interest 


inst., of the Penal Reform League, which has for its object 
the public in the right treatment of criminals, and to promote effective 
measures for their cure and rehabilitation, and for the prevention of 
" Sir John Macdonell, who presided, said it was highly profitable 


crime, 
that there should be once a year a review of the progress that had 
been made in the struggle between the forces of repression of crime 


and the far more fruitful forces of the prevention of crime. Perhaps, 
in time to come, it would be the duty of the Home Secretary once a 
year to give such a review. Or the task might devolve on the Minister 
of Education, for crime was connected to nothing more than to educa 
tion. On the whole the administration of the law, far from deterio- 
rating, was improving. With regard to the Criminal Law Amendment 
Act, which became law that day, he, for one, wanted to give credit 
to those who had eupported the measure. They all sympathized with 
them in their zeal against a crime which was the most detestable known 
to the law, more heinous, in his mind, than many murders for which men 
had suffered. It was a crime marked by every possible evil when a 
person, deliberately and in cold blood, destroyed a fellow creature, body 
and soul. He thought that some provisions in the Act seemed to be 
excellent, considering the character of the crime against which they 
The power of arrest, although liable to abuse, was to hie 
mind a just With regard to the section dealing with flogging. 
was it absolutely certain there had been an increase of thie detestable 
form of crime? He did not question that horrible offences had been 
committed, but he would like to see what would be the result of a 
severe sentence of another kind than flogging. This form of punishment 
had been generally abandoned elsewhere. If the punishment did not 
degrade the person who received it, what about the person who gave it? 
Although he respected the motives of those who carried the Bill, and 
saw in it some excellent provisions, he had his doubts as to other 


were aimed. 


one 


provisions. 


Royat Navy.—Parente thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula- 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
and Medical Branches, on application. Publication Department, Gieve, 
Matthews, & Seagrove, Ltd., 65, South Molton street, London, W.— 


[Advt.] 





Way PayRent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrisn Temperance Lire Assunance Co. (Liurrep). Repay 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. "Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 


} 
Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec. 20. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lrutrep rm Cmanozer. 


ALPHA PETROLEUM Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 8, to send jp 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims tj 
William Cecil Sneath, 3, Frederick pl, Old Jewry, liquidator 

Drop StaMPING, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 25, to send in their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Geone 
E. Goode, 26, Waterloo st, Birmingham, liquidator. 

P. ConNOLLY & SoN, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 16, directed to 
heard at the Court House, Government bidgs, Victoria st, Liverpool, Jan 3, at 19 
Evans & Go, 6, Commerce chmbrs, 15, Lord st, Liverpool, solors, agents for Hatchet, 
& Co, 48, Mark In, solors for the petnrsa. Notice of appearing must reach Evans ¢ 
Co, not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 2. 

Marzi Loup SPEAKING TELEPHONE Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, 07 or belon 
Feb 1, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts « 
claims, to Arthur David Foggo, 126, Mansion House chmbrs, 11, Queen Victoria », 
liquidator. 

ROYAL GeorGE Lopce LovaAL UNITED FREE MECHANICS NO, 4734 LANCASHIRE ~ 
Creditors are required, to send particulars of their debts or William Baron, 
Whalley, on or before ‘an 25. Taylor, Blackburn, solor for the Society. 

RUBBER AND PETROLEEM TRUST, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 10, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ralph) 
Noel Marrable, 31, Lombard st, liquidator. ‘ 

PACIFIC AND PAPUA Propucg, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 31, to send 
in their names and addresses, and particulars of theis debts or claims, to Thoms 
Marson Till, 21, Bucklersbury, liquidator. 

TASMANIAN INVESTMENT AND TRUST Co, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb3, 

to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

John Mayne Jolliffe, 1, Bread st pl, liquidator. 

NITED CoUNTIE? INSURANCE Co, Lto.—Petn for winding up, presented Dec If 

directed to be heard Jan 14. Cooper & Co, 21, Leadenhall st, solors for the petan 

Notice of appearing must reach. the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the after. 

noon of Jan 13. 

WALTER SAYAGE LTp.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send their name 

and addresses, ani the particulars of their debts or claims, to P. H. Slate 
Mincing In House, 59, Eastcheap, liquidator. 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette—FRiDAY, Dec. 20. 
ARNO MorTorR Co, LTD. 
LIVERPOOL OILSEED CRUSHING Co, LTD. 
MILLIONAIRE, LTD. 
CLEGG, TAYLOR & Co, LTD. 
CORDELIO MINING SYNDICATE, LTD. 
SocrgTE GENERALE 1E BANQUE ET DE CREDIT AUTOMOBILE LTD. 
FEATHERSTONE'’S AUTOMATIC ADAPTOR, &C., LTD. 
EMPIRE COPPER SYNDICATE, LTD. 
DANUBE COPPER MINING Co, LTD. 
BROKERAGE AND RESALE SYNDICATE, LTD. 
MARZI LoUD SPEAKING TELEPHONE Co, LTD. 
J. E. Barnett & Sons, Lip. 
PACIFIC AND PAPUA PropvcE, LTD (Reconstruction). 
BRU@E, GREEN & Co, LTD. 
ELecrric FiasH Lieguts, Ltp. 
ROYAL INTERNATIONAL HORTICULTURAL EXHIBITION, 1912. 
WALTER SAVAGE, LTD. 
INDIMBA LAND EXPLORATION SYNDICATE, LTD. 
MONTEBRAS, LTD. 
MORTLANDS Finance Co, LTD, 
VERTEX, LTD. 
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ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 
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Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporatio 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settied by Counsel, will be seat # 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


application. 


LICENSING MATTERS. 


The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
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a perfected Profit-sharing system. 
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INSURANCE SOCIETY LIMITED, 


No. 1/4, Chancery Lane, London, W.C. 











Fire. Personal Accident and Disease, Burgiary. 
Domestic Servants: Property Owners’ 






Fidelity Guarantee. 





BON DS—The Directors desire to specially draw the attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 
SS Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 


Workmen's Compensation, including 


Indemnity. Third Party. Plate Glass. 








CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNEON, Esq.. 
ROMER WILLIAMS, Esg., D.L 

qomer ig = BERNEY, Esq. (Corsellis & Berney), Lincoln’s Inn Fields, 

a. D. BEWES, E ah “Bee (Bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 

Lc. CHOLMELE (Frere, Cholmeley & Co,), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

EDMUND FRANCIS BLARE woe 

P.B. B. ae trans 

HENRY LEFEVRE ¥F 

BR & FREELAND, ea 


Westminster, 

C. W. GRAHAM, Esq. “tag il Graham & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 
-BALLOWES . (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 

mi pea, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row, 









(Fladgate & Co.), Craig's Court, Charing Cross. 
. (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields, 











, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row. 


(Nichole Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate, 


ECARLETON N HO , Ba} [formertyed B. Carieton Holmes, Fell& Wade), Bedford Row. 
FRANCIS REGINALD J. Esq. (Gwynne James & Son), Herefo 

BARRY W. _ Lowi, fo Lee, Bolton & Te), The Sanctuary, ‘Westminster, 

DILLON RB. L. . (Lowe & Co.), oy Gardens. 

FREDERICK STUART MM RGAN, Esq. ( & Morgan), Somerset Street. 


DIRECTORS— 
J.P., Chatrman (formerly of Johnson, Raymond-Barker & Co. 
oy JF. Vice- Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Embankment. 


, Lincoln's Inn). 


~ eae NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate, 
eatminster. 

WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Marlborough Street. 

RONALD PEAKE, Feq. (Peake, Bird, Collins & Co.), Bedford Row. 

JOHN DOUGLAS PEEL, Fsq. (Morrell, fon & Peel), Oxford. 

ie em RAWLE, Esq. (Rawle, Jobnstone & Co.), Bedford Row. 

J. E. RIDER, Esq. (Rider, Heaton & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 

SEORGE L. STEWART, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street, 

J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, Esq. (Tatham & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

R, W. TWEEDIE, Esq. (A. F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

W. MELMOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln’s Inn. 

Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.O. (A, & H. White), Great Marlborough Street 
E. H. WHITEHEAD, Esq. (Burch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Gardens. 

E. TREVOR LL, WILLIAMS, Esq., J.P., Clock House, Byfleet, Surrey. 











SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. 





Society, 

APPLICATIONS’ FOR AGENCIES FROM SOLICITORS, TO 

on the most favourable terms. 

aye and. full information may be had at the Society’s Uifice, 
diered to the 










It enjoys the highest reputation for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. 
he business of the Society is confined to the United Kingdom, and the security 


Pelicy Holders is  ecurenseed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 


consequent on its close connection with, and a experience of the requirements of, the Legal Profession, INVITES 
WHOM IT 1S ABLE 10 OFFER SPECIAL PACILITIES for the transaction of I 


nsurance 
Prospectuses and Proposal 








Creditors’ N otices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 





Last Day or Cratm. 





London Gazette,—Faivay, Dec. 20, 


Bastizy, AnTHUg James Macpomatp, Woodbury Park gdne, Tanbridge Wells Jan 31 
Bentley v Bentley, Judge in Chambers, Room 696, Royal Vourts of Justice 
Hutchinson, Stone bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Hoeuzs, Watrer, Little Aston, rear Sutton, ~" Auctioneer Feb 1 
others v Hughes, Joyca J Addison, Walsall 

Porster, Witt1am James, Hackney Union Infirmary, Homerton Jan 31 Payne v 
Wright, Swinfen Eagy, J Geliatly, Billiter et 


Hughes and 












Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Dar or Cram. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec. 20. 
AvstiN, Louisa, Westbourne Park rd, Paddington Jan 16 Houlder, 27 Chancery In 
Besce-JonEs, HENRY ROBERT, Victoriasq Jan31 Badham « Co, Salters Hall ct 
Bayt, Epwin, West Bridgford, Notts Jan27 Goodall & Son, Nottingham 
Baxyox, W H, Lowndes sq, Jan 18 Bischoff & Co, Great Winchester st 
om, JaMES, Kingston upon Hull, Fruit Merchant Jan 20 Gale & Easton, 





i HENRY, JoHN, London rd, Forest Hill, Auctioneer Jan 15 


Forest Hill 


Armstro2g, 





Bell, Bedford 
=, zee, Farnsfield, Notts, Farmer Feb 12 Stenton & Metcalfe, Southwell, 





Pan eats NEIL, Lonsdale rd, Barnes Jan 21 Wood & Co, Walbrook 
COLEMAN, Mary Evans, St Leonard's on Sea Jan 31 Toller & Co, Leicester 
Consry, JouxrH CHRISTIAN, Cheltenham Jan 3i Williams, Cheltenham 
Corns, Rac at, South Woodford, Essex Feb 7 Hatten & Asplin, Grays and Barking 
COURTENAY, Sir JOHN IRVING, St James’ ct, Buckingham gate Feb 1 Parker & Co, 
St Michael's 8 Rectory, Cornhill 
¥,EbITH, Sieafurd, Lincs, Milliner Jan 20 Godson, Sleaford 
ORST, SAMUEL, Meopham, Kent Jan30 Martin, Gr.vesend 
CURTEIS, Manta Louisa, Littlehampton Jan 17 Dawes & Sons,Birchin In 
Dursisos, ALFRED, Leadenhall st Jan 31 Parker & Co, St Michael's Rectory, Cornhill 
Ropenr BENJAMIN, Heigham, Norwich Jan23 Kent, Norwich 
4RDS. EDWARD. Rhyl, Flint Febi Hughes & Hughes, Flint 
WILLIAM, Wem, Salop, Licensed Victualler van 20 Lucas & Co, Wem 
, HANNAH, Evering rd, Stoke Newington Jan 20 Mann & Crimp, Essex st 


GomEs, ESTHER ANGELINa, Westmoreland rd, Paddington Feb1 Lindus & Hortin, 3t 
Lawrence House, Trump st 

GRAVES, MARY ANN, Hounslow 

HANDY, PHILIP, Brighton Jan 23 J K Nye & Donne, Brighton 

HANNAH, WILLIAM, Nottingham Jan31 Watson & Co, Nottingham 

HARE, ELIZABETH, Cambridge gdns, North Kensington Jan20 Ommanney & Rendall 
Great Winchester st 

HARRISON, ALICE, West Hartlepool Jan 17 

HARRISON, ELIZABETH, Blockiey, Worcester Jan 20 Foster, Malvern 

HARRISON, JAMES, West Hartlepool, Master Mariner Jan 17 Bell, West Hartlepool 

ee = WALTER THOMAS, Edgerton, Huddersfield Jan 22 Ward & Hirst, Hudders- 
eic 

Haysom, JOHN DANIRL, 

HOLCROFT, THOMAS, Wolverhampton 

HOLT, JAMES MADEN, Bacup, Lancs 


Feb 1 Tyler, Clement's inn 


sell, West Hartlepool 


Jan 31 Paris & Co, Southampton 
Marcy & Co, Bewdley 
Pregton, Blackburn 


Southampton, Mason 
Jan 28 


Jan 27 


HowE, RICHARD, Ayuho, Northampton, Licensed Victualler Jan 2 Whitehorn, 
Banbury 
HUNT, CHARLES, Chapel st, Belgrave sq, Chemist Jan 2) Collens, Gresham bidgs, 


Guildhall 


JACKSON, ALFRED WILLIAM, Worcester Mar 1 Andrew & Co, Great James st 
KNOWLE&S, ANDREW, Moreby Hall, Yorks Jan 31 Winders, Bolton 
LADELLE, LAURA, Brighton Forthwith Ladell, Norwich 


Wiltshire & Co, Great Yarmouth 
Jan 18 God lard, 5, Clement's 


Great Yarmouth Feb 10 
New Zealand 


LAST, FREDERICK Boory, 
MACARTHY, THOMAS GEORGE, Wellington, 
inn 
MANFIELD, JOHN, Cullompton, Devon Jan 31 
MEYER, WILLIAM FRANCIS, Heath r Lodge, 
Suffolk House, Laurence Pountney hill 
MILES ALBERT, Westwood nr Margate, Builder Jan 24 
MITCHELL, JOSEPH, Cambridge Febi1 Vinter, Cambridze 
MOORE, ANNI€, St Helens Lancs Jani1l Goodier, Preston 
NARDI, LEONARD LOUIS, Northumberland pk, Tottenham 
Mincing In 
NORGATE, CHARLES, Gordon rd, Peckham 
Pearce, VicToR JAMES, Luton, Beds Jan 1 
RICHARDS, DAVID, Penllyne, Glam, Farmer 
RICHMOND, Rev WILLIAM, Rockhampton, Glos 
SALIGNAC, DE, MARY HILL, Stanford rd, Kensington 
st, Bloomsbury 
SHAW, KICHARD NORMAN, Ellerdale rd, Hampstead 
Fenchurch st 
STRINGER, ELIZABETH, St Leonards on Sea Feb 28 
THOMAS, THOMAS, Wellfield, Carmarthen Jan 25 
THOMAS, WILLIAM JoNnEsS, Llanthomas, Brecon 
THOMPSON, JAMES, Teddington, Builder Febl 
WHEELER, ARTHUR WEsTON, Bradford on Avon, Wilts, Outfitter 
Bradford on Avon 
WIppicomne, MARY ELIzA, North Adelaide 
Cork st 


Miller, Cullompton 


Barnes Common Feb 1 Benham & Cr, 


Hills & Shea, Margate 


Man 30 Rollit & Sons, 
Jan 20 Leader, Lime st 
Neve & Co, Lime st 
Jan 22 Miles, Cowbridge, Glam 
Feb 1 Crossman & Co, Thornbury 
Jan 19 Routh & Co, Southampton 


Feb 12 Ince & Co, St Benet chmbrs, 


Norris & Sons, Liverpool 
Thomas, Carmarthen 
Feb 1 Jeffreys & Powell, Brecon 
Ford & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
Jan 16 Wilkins, 
Feb 22 


Australia WH&A G Herbert, 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec. 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Haut, Great Tower st, Clerk 

Court Pet Dec3 Ord Dee 17 

BAMBER, THOMAS MELLING, Clitheroe, Salesman 
burn Pet Nov8 Ord Dec 16 

SARTOLOTT!, GUISEPPE, Endymion rd, Finsbary 
Dealer in Precious Stones High Court P.t 
Ord Dee 17 

BEARD, Joun THomAsS, Wilmslow, Cheshire, Grey 
Merchant Manchester Pct Nov 14 


ARDLEY, Liston High 


Black- 
Park, 


Dee 5 


Cloth 

Ord Dec 17 

BEAUMONT, REGINALD, Kingston on Thames, >urrev, An 
Officer in His Majesty's Army Umh Coart Pet Nov 
5 Ord Dec 16 

BELL, Groner, Felix av, ¢ 
Nov 22 Ord Dec 16 

BENFORD, JOSEPH, Stanion 
Northampton Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 

BULLYMORE, JOHN WALLACE, Brigstock, Nosthampton 
Farmer Peterborongh Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 16 

BURGESS, EDWARD, Addiestone, Surrey, Contractor Kings- 
ton, Surrey Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec !7 

CARO, ADRIEN, Copthall ct High Court 
Dec 16 

CHAPMAN, CHARLES, Erith, Kent, Fitter in Gun Factory 
Rochester Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec18 

CLAYTOS, GEORGE SAVILE, Humshaugh, Northumberland, 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Septz1 Ord D c17 

COULSELL, CONSTANCE MABEL, tiolper House, Buxton, 
Derby, Principal of Girls’ School Stockpurt Pet Dec 
16 Ord Dec 16 

CROSSLEY, WILLIAM, Carshalton, Surrey, Bank Clerk Croy- 
don Pet Nov27 Ord Dec 18 

DE CHASSIRON, The Baron, Staines 
6 Ord Dee 17 

EDMUNDS, THIRZA MAY, Saltley, Birmingham Birmingham 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 17 

GIRLING, FRED, Market Deeping, Lincs, Grocer 
borough Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

Guy, Groner, Tenby, Pembroke, Licensed 
Pembroke Dock Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

HeATON, CHARLES, Rothwell, Yorks, Butcher 
Dee 16 Ord Dec 16 

Hinton, THomas, Iscoyd, 
Nov 28 Ord Dec 16 

Juper, THOMAS, Ipswich, Fruiterer 
16 Ord Dee 16 

LAKE, ARTHUR RoBERT, Highfield, Scarborough, Solicitor 
Wakefield Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 16 

Leiagn, MAURICE, Ardwick, Manchest<r 
Dec 6 Ord Dec 16 

Lewis & Co, Fenchurch st, Advertising Agents High Court 
Pet Nov 9 Ord Dee 18 

MADENBERG, L (Male), Lordship In, East Dulwich, Tobacco 
Dealer High Court Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 18 

Newron, Georer, Car Colston, Notts, Farmer 
ham Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 

PASFIELD, ARTHUR, Braintree, Essex, Bootmaker 
ford Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

PRIDEAUX, R A, Worthing Brighton 
Dcl6 

SAUNDERSON, JOHN WALKER, E:stgate, Louth, Engi: eers 
Great Grimsby Pet De: 16 Ord Dee 16 

SIDDALL, WALTER, Shr fficld Sheffield Pet Dec 18 
Dec 18 

SMITH, ARTHUR HENRY, Barbourne, Worcester, 
Worcester Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 

SMITH, THOMAS Ep@ark, Junction rd, Upper Holloway, 
Coal Dealer High Court Pet Dec 17 Ord Dee 17 

Spanky, Henrgy ApbaM, Alresford, Hants, Iroumonger 
Winchester Pet Dec 16 Ord Vec 16 

STAPLETON, HARRY, Forest Fields, Nottingham. County 
Court Billiff Nottingham Pet Dee 17 Ord Dec 17 

TEAGUE, GEORGE HERBERT, Wallington, Surrey Croydon 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

WARNER, ALBERT Victor, Bedford Park, Chiswick, Trunk 
Maker High Court Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

WHITEHOUSE, JOHN, Oakham nr Dudley, Worcester 
Farmer Dudley Pet Dec 16 Urd Dec 16 


End High Cuurt Pet 


ouch 


Northampton, Coal Dealer 


Pet Nov 28 Ord 


High Court Pet Sept 


Peter- 
Victualler 


Leeds Pet 


Flint, Farmer Crewe Pet 


Ipswich Pet Dec 


Manchester Pet 


Notting- 
Chelms- 


Pet Sept 27 Ord 


Ord 


Tailor 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ARDLEY, LisTON HALL, Stamford Hill, Stoke Newington, 
Clerk Janlati Baukruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

BARTOLOTTI, GUISEPPE, Piccadilly a:cade, Piccadilly, 
Dealer in Precious Stones Dec 31 at 1 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

BEAUMONT REGINALD, Kingston on Thames 
il Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

BELL, GeorGE, Felix av, Crouch tnd 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

BLAOCOW, JOSEPH, Ingleton, Yorks, Cattle Dealer Jan 8 at 
11.15 Off Rec, 16, Cornwa:lis st, Barrow in Furness 

BURGESS, EDWARD, Addiestone, Surrey, Contractor Dec 
30 atll 184, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

CARO, AD&#TEN, Copthall ct, Dec $1 at 11.30 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

CLARK, JOHN DAVID, Dinnington, Yorks, Painter 
Sl atl2 Off Rec, Figtr-e In, sheffie:d 

CHASSIRON DE, The BARON, Staines Jan 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

DopKIN, Lucy AMBLIA, Southend on Sea, Proprietres: of 
a Nursing Institution Janu 3at 12.15 Messra Talbot 
& White, 34, Clarence st, Southend on Sea 

EDWARDS, CHARLES FRANCIS, Peterborough, Printer 
30 at 11.45 Law Courts, Peterborough 

Guy, GEorGE, Tenby, Pembroke, Licensed Victualler 
31 at 12.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmartheu 

HALL, ERNEST WILLIAM, Sheffield, Manager Dec 31 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

HEATON, CHARLES, Churchflelds, Rothwell, Yorks, Butcher 
Dec Slat3 Off Rec, 34, Bond st. Leeds 

HINTON, THOMAS Iscoed, Flint, Farmer Jan 2 
Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

HOLLINGSWORTH, HARRY, Derby, Butcher Dec 31 at 
11.30 Court House, 20, St Peter's churchyard, Derby 


Dee 31 at 


Dec 3iat 12 Bank- 


Bank- 
Dec 


1 at 12 Bank 


Dec 


Dec 


at 12 


! 


JupGE, THOMAS, 


! 
HOLLINGSWORTH, JOHN Roninsoy, Barton on Humb«r, 


Cowkeeper Dec 28 at 10.45 Off Rec, St Mary's 

chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

Ipswich, 
86, Princes st, Ipswich 

KENNEDY, THOMAS, Hockley, Birmingham, Provision 
Dealer Ja: 1at11.30 huskin chmbrs, 191, Corpora- 
tion st, Birmingham 

KENNEFORD, WILLIAM JAMES, Porthcawl, Glam, Restaur- 
ant Keeper Dec 30at3 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

LAKE, ARTHUR ROBERT, Scarborou:h, Selicitor Dec 30 at 
1130 Od Ree, 21, King st, Wakefield 

Lewis & Co, Fenchurch st, Advertising Agents Dec 30 at 
11 Bankruptcy bhigs, Carey st 

MADENBERG, L (Male), East Duiwich, Tobacco Dealer 
30 at lL. Bankruptcy bidg«, Carey st 

METC\LFR, JAMES WAKE, Bilton, Yorks, Hay Merchant 
Dec 31 at 12 Off Ree, York City Baok chmbrs, Low- 
gate Hull 

Muscrove, RALPH SAMUEL, Langford, Beds, Wheelwr ght 
Dec 31 at 10.30 Shire hall, Bedford 

POULTNEY, Ev WARD WILLIAM, Hill Top, Ulverston, Lanca, 
Solicitor Jan 3 at 11.30 Uff Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, 
Barrow in Furness 

PRIDEAUX, R A, Worthing Dec Of Rec, 
124, Marlborough pl, brighton 

SHAW, WILLIAM THOMAS, Marlow, Licensed Victualler 
Dee 30 at 11 George and Dragon Hotel, Marlow 

Smith, ARTHUR Henry, Barbourne, Worcester, Tailor 
Jan 1 at 11.30 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Wo ces- 
ter 

SmitH, THOMAS EpGar, Junction rd, Upper Holloway 
Coal Dealer Dec 30 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Spary, Henry ADAM, Alresford. Hants, lronmouger Dec 
Svat 10.3) Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, 
Southampton 

TAYLOR, JoHN ERNEST, Devizes, Wilts, Plasterer 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

WARNER, ALBERT VicToR, Bedford Park, Chiswick, Trunk 
Maker Dec 30at1 Bankrnptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS, 

BEarr, JouN THOMAS, Wilmslow, Cheshire, Grey Cloth 
Merchant Manchester Pet Nov 14 Ord Dec i8 
BELL, GEORGE Hernert, Felix av, Crouch End High Court 

Pet Nov 22 Ord Dee 18 
BENFORD, JOSEPH, Stanion, Northampton, Coal Dealer 
Northampton Pet Deci6 Ord Dec 16 
BENJAFIELD, EDWakD, Boscombe, Bournemouth, 
tector at sanitary Hospital Poole Pet Dec 11 
Dc 16 
BULLYMORE, JOHN 


Fruiterer Jan 1 Off Rec, 


Dec 


39 at 11.3) 


Disin- 
Ord 


WALLACE, Brigstock, Northampton, 
Far.er Peterborough Pet Dec 16 Ord Dee 16 
CARWARDINE, FREDERICK, Hove, 

Briguton Pet Nov7 Ord Dec 16 
CHAPMAM, CHARLES, Erith, Kent, Fitter in Gua Factory 
Rochester Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 
Cook, WILLIAM PERCY, sSouthses, 
Portsmouth Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec i6 
COULSELL, CONSTANCE MABEL, Buxt »n, Derby, Principal of 
Gir.s' Schooit Stockport Pct Dec 16 Ord De: 16 
Cox, ALFRED ERNEST, West Bridgfurd Notts, Insurance 
Mauager Nottingham Pet Nov 18 Ord Dec 11 
GIRLING, FRED, Market Deeping, Lincs, Groc r Peter- 
borough Pet Dee 17 Ord Dec 17 
Guy, GEORGE, Tenby, Pembroke, Licensed Victualler 
broke Dock Pet Dec 17 Ord Vee 17 
HE\TON, CHARLES, Rothwell, Yorks, 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Hooper, Ernest James, Eastbourne ter, Paddington, 
Secretary to a Company High Court Pet Nov 26 
Ord Dee 17 
Juper, THOMAS 
Pet Dee 16 


Hants, Builder 


Pem- 


Butcher Lazds 


Ipswich, Suffolk, 
Ord Dee 16 
MOULAND, CHARLES, East Chaldon, 

Poole Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 17 
NEWTON, GEORGE, Car Colstron, Notts, Farmer Notting- 
ham Pet Deci8 Ord Dec 18 4 
PASFIELD, ARTHUR, Braintree, Essex, Bootmaker 
ford Pet Dec 17 Ord Vee 17 
PHILIBERT, ANTOINE, Westminster Bridge rd 
Pet Uct 9 Ord Dec 18 
RUSSEL, FRANCIS COKAYNK, Taplow, 
Windsor Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 17 


Frniterer Ipswich 


Dorset, Dairy man 


Chelms- 
High Court 


Sucks Estate Agent 


SAUNDERSON, JoHN WALKER, Eastgate, Louth Engineers 


Ord Dec 16 
Shefficld Pet Dec 18 


Gieat Grimsby Pet Dec 16 

SIDDALL, WALTER, Sheffield 
Dec 18 

SMITH, ARTHUR HENRY, Barbourne, 
Worcester Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

SMITH, THOMAS Epear, Junction rd, Upper Holloway, 
Coal Dealer High Court Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

SPARY, HENRY ADAMS Alresford, Hants, Ironmonger 
Winchester Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

STAPLETON, HARKY, Forest Fie ds, Nottingham, County 
Court Bailiff Nottingham Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 

STEBBING, FRANK, Heybridge Hall, nr Maldon, Essex, 
Farmer Chelmsford Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec io 

TAYLOR, JOHN WILLIAM, Long Eaton, Derby, Cab Pro- 
prietor Dervy Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 18 

VALLANCE GEORGE ALFRED, Barking rd, Plaistow, Essex, 
Coal Merchant High Court Pet Nov2l Ord Dec 14 

WHITEHOUSE, JOAN, Uakham, ur Dudley, Worcester, 
farmer Wudley Pet vec 16 Ord Dec 16 


Ord 


Worcester, Tailor 


Amended Notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette uf Nov 26 those Aug 2 : 


SUMNER, NEHEMIAH ORLANDO, Victoria st, Westminster 
Hign Court ret Aug2l Ord Nov 21 

LEVY, SOLOMON, and Max SrTarr, Hawkins st, Mile 
End Gate, Hanbury st, Whitechapel, Wholesale 
Woollen Merchants High Court Pet June 28 Ord 
July 29 


ORDER FOR ADJUDICATION AND 
ANNULMENT OF CUMPOSITION, 

KNOCK, FRANK ALFRED NO2MAN, Grasmere rd, Muswell 
Hill, Traveiler, Edmonton Ord Nov 29, 1912, tu take 
effect as from Dec 9, 1912 Pet May 26,1911 Annul 
Nov 29, 1912, to take effect as from Dec 9, 1912 


—— 


REEVES & TURNER, 


LAW BOOKSELLERS, 


A Large Stock of SECOND-HAND REPORTS Aup 
TEXT-BOOKS always on Sale. 
Libraries Valued or Purchased, 


14 BELL YARD, TEMPLE BAR, 
(Removed from 3, Bream's Buildings.) 








Dec 30 


Sussex, Shop Fitter 


‘SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES, 
Prices from 6/6 each. 
Mustrated List Free on application, 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, Lid 


1901 & 1902, FLEET STREET, LONDON,E.C, 





SELDEN SOCIETY. 


FOUNDED 1887. 


To encourage the study and advance the knowledge of the History 
of English Law. 





Patron: 
HIS MAJESTY THE KING. 
Prestpexrt: WALTER C. RENSHAW, Esg., KC, 


Tae How. Mae, Justice JOYOER, 
Vicr-Presipents { StrC. BE. H. CHADWYCK H@ALBY, 
\ K.C.B., K.C. 
Councit (March, 1912). 

Srpyer O. Appy. Mr. R. F. Norrovw, «.0. 
W. Patey Battpvon, | Mr. Taoomas Kawee. 

¥.8. A. The Rt. Hon. Sir Row. 
Dr. Epwiw Faestrieo. RoMER, G.0.B. 
Mr. Boyprett Hoveator. Mr. C, A. Russett, K.0, 
Prof. Courtyey 8. Kenny. |The Hon, Mr. J 
Sir H. CO. Maxwatt Lyrts, Warrinoton. 

K.C.B. Mr. T. Cyprian Witutams. 
The Rt. Hon. Lord Justice | Mr. Jas. Geo, Woop. 

Fistousr Movtroyn. 
Literary Directors: 

Sir Fraepx. Potioox, Bt., 13, | Professor Visoaravorr, & 
Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn. Linton-road, Oxford. 


Hon, Anditors: 
Mr. J. W. Crark, K.0. | Mr. Husert Hatt. 
Hon. Secretary: Mr. B. Fosserr Lock, 
11, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, London. 
Hon. Treasurer: Mr. J. E, W. Rives, 
8, New-square, Lincoln’s-inno, Londoa, 
Annual Subscription: ONE GUINEA. Life Membership 
(or 30 years for Libraries, &c.): TWENTY GUINEAS. 
Each Member receives the publication for the yeat 
subscription, and may subscribe for any previous yeh 
Pubhe Libraries, &c., becoming subscribers and requi 
| ing a complete set of past Publications may receive samest 
| a special rate. 


Further particulars may be obtained from the Secretary @ 
Treasurer. 
Notr.—Publications already issued 
Non-Members) : (I.) Select Pleas of the 
Manorial Pleas. (III.) Select Civil Pieas. (IV.) Phe 
(V.) Leet Jurisdiction in Norwich. (VL) 
Pleas (Vol. 1). (VIL.) The Mirror of J 
(VIIL.) Bracton and Azo. (IX.) The Coroners 
(X.) Select Cases in Chancery. (XLI.) Select A 
Pleas (Vol. 2). (XII.) The Court of Requests. ¢ 
Select Pleas of the Forests. (XIV.) Beverley Towa One 
ments. (XV.) The Exchequer of the Jews. (xvi . 
Star Chamber. (XVIL.) Year Books 1 & 2 
(X VILL.) Borough Customs (Vol. 1). (XIX.) Year a 
(Vol. 2)2&3Ed.2. (XX.) Year Books (Vol. 3) 3 
(XXL.) Borough Customs (Vol. 2). (XXIL) ie in 
Series (Vol, 3), (XXILI.) Tne Law Mercnant ( 
Kent (Vol, @) 


Mr. 
Mr. 





(price 28s, eath 


rown. (IL.) Sele 


(XXIV.) Tne Eyre of Kent (Vol. 1). (XXV.) Che 
Ubsmber (Vul, 2). (XXVL.) I'he Eyre of 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, Limited. 
Every description of Printing. 
FETTER LANE, LONDON, B.C 
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